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416,  Last  line  but  9.    Ibr  '<  effect,"  read ''  defect." 


EEPORTS    OF    CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN  TRB 


|^t0lb  Coutt  of  edatiarst 


COMMSNCINO   IN 


MICHAELMAS  TERM,  5  VICT.  1841. 


Ex  parte  Field. 


was  a  petition  by  a  party  who  was  entitled  to  a  Sembie,  that 


reversionacy  interest  in  certain  stock  standing  in  the  aedi^^^f^ 
name  of  a  surviying  trnstee^  to  restrain  the  Governor  f^Jli^to'itf 
and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  from  transferring  fere&t  mbjecti. 
the  stock  withont  notice  to  the  petitioner.  It  appeared  u  application 
that  the  officers  of  this  Court  had  refiised  to  issue  a  dU-  ^^  ^^^ 
irinffos  under  the  5th  section  of  the  stat.  5  Vict.  c.  5,  »«^  ^?*?^» A 

Z'  ,.       .  ,  mmtbeftmiidod 

and^  therefore^  the  present  application  was  made  under  the  on  affidaTit  ex- 
4th  section.     It  was  suggested  that  the  trustee  was  likely  S^e  termi.     * 
to  seU  the  stock  and  abscond;  but  there  was  no  affidavit 
to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Elmsley,  for  the  petitioner^  upon  being  questioned 
by  the  Court  as  to  the  want  of  an  affidavit^  contended^ 
that^  according  to  the  practice  in  the  Exchequer^  which 
was  now  the  practice  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  no  affida- 
vit was  necessary;  and  that  the  4th  and  5th  sections  of  the 
act  applied  to  the  same  subject-matter,  the  former  section 
giving  jurisdiction  to  the  Court,  and  the  latter  providing 

VOL.  I.  B  N.  c.  c. 


I  CASES   IN    CHANCERY. 

1841.        certain  mechanical  details   by  which  the  Court  was  to 
^^J^l^      carry  the  jurisdiction  into  effect. 

FlSLD. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — My  present  impression  is, 
that  I  ought  not  to  make  an  order  under  the  4th  section 
of  the  act  without  an  affidavit.  Under  the  5th  section, 
I  think  I  should  be  authorized  to  make  an  order,  which 
might  issue  in  the  same  manner,  and  be  attended  with 
the  same  consequences  as  the  writ  in  the  Exchequer; 
where,  however,  the  practice  was  to  issue  the  writ  without 
any  application  to  the  Court  at  all,  and  I  should  be  sorry 
to  introduce  a  practice  tending  to  increase  expense.  I 
make  no  order  on  this  petition ;  but  you  have  my  opin- 
ion, that  the  offices  of  the  Court  ought  to  issue  a  dis- 
tringasy  without  the  order  of  the  Court,  under  the  same 
guards,  and  in  the  same  manner,  as  the  officers  did  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  (a). 

Nov.  3rd.  In  consequence  of  the  opinion  expressed  by  the  Court, 
as  to  the  necessity  of  an  affidavit  in  support  of  an  applica- 
tion to  the  Court  under  the  4th  section  of  the  statute, 

Mr.  Elmsley,  on  a  subsequent  day,  produced  the  affida- 
vit of  the  petitioner's  solicitor,  which  was  to  the  effect,  that 
the  deponent  had  been  informed,  and  believed,  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  trustee  to  sell  out  the  stock  and  leave 
the  country.  TTie  Vtce-ChanceUor  however,  was  of  opin- 
ion that  the  affidavit  was  insufficient,  and  refused  to  make 
the  order. 

(a)  This  18  DOW  provided  for  by  Ord.  17th  Nov.  1841. 


CASES   IN    CHANCSBY.  O 

1841. 

PSLHAM  V.  HiLDER. 

TJVbf7. 4/*, 
HE  bill,  which  had  been  originally  filed  by  Mr.  Cresset  An  admiasion 

Pelham^  and  on  his  death  revived  by  his  personal  repre-  hehaaSow'pro- 

sentative^  stated^  that  the  defendant  had  for  many  years  ^'^j^^ 

been  Mr.  Felham's  land  agent  and  surveyor;  and  that,  credit,  will  not 

entitle  the  prin> 

since  1832,  or  the  beginning  of  1833,  the  defendant,  as  dpal  to  an  in- 

sach  agent,  had  sold,  or  caused  to  be  sold,  divers  large  ?^aX&ait,  if  * 

quantities  of  farming  produce,  and  live  and  dead  stock;  ?*j^^*  "^* 

and  that  he  had  cut  down  divers  fagots  and  timber  trees  that  the  credit 

of  great  value,  and  had  sold,  or  caused  to  be  sold,  the  same,  usual  way  of 

or  some  part  thereof;  and  that  the  produce  of  the  sale  ^^^^ff*^ 

amounted  to  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  was  received  by  ™^«  <>"*  »<> 

ffane  to  the  con~ 
the  defendant  as  such  agent,  or,  but  for  his  wilful  default,  trary. 

might  have  been  received  by  him.     The  bill  prayed  the 

usual  accounts,  and  also  an  account  of  the  sums  which 

might  have  been  so  received  but  for  the  defendant's  wilful 

default. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  that  some  part 
of  the  farming  produce,  and  other  particulars  mentioned  in 
the  bill,  were  sold  on  credit,  but  not  otherwise  than  in  the 
usual  way  of  business;  and  that,  when  he  quitted  the  agency, 
some  of  the  sums  owing  for  these  matters  were  not  paid, 
but  he  believed  that  those  sums  had  been  received  by  sub- 
sequent agents.  And  for  the  particulars  of  the  property 
sold  upon  credit,  and  the  persons  to  whom  it  was  sold,  he 
referred  to  his  books  of  account  and  to  his  former  answer, 
which,  he  alleged,  contained  a  minute  detail  of  his  dealings 
and  transactions  as  agent,  including  the  particulars  of  such 
sales  on  credit. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  on  either  side. 

Mr.  Singikmson  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  plaintiff,  sug- 
gested that  the  decree  should  contain  an  inquiry  as  to  the 
wilful  default;  and  they  referred  to  Lady  Ormond  v.  Hutch-- 

b2 


CASES   IN    CHANCERY. 

1841.  inson  (a).  [The  Vtce-Chancelhr. — In  the  case  of  a  mort- 
gagee, it  is  the  constant  course  to  direct  such  an  inquiry; 
in  the  case  of  a  trustee  it  is  never  done  without  a  special 
case.] 

Mr.  G.  L.  Russell  for  the  defendant. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — It  appears  to  me,  that  no  case 
of  wilful  default  has  been  admitted  hj  the  defendant.  He 
states  by  his  answer,  that  he  sold  some  of  the  property  upon 
credit  in  the  usual  wayof  business,  and  for  the  particulars 
he  refers  to  his  books  and  his  former  answer.  He  says,  he 
believes,  that,  since  the  determination  of  his  agency,  the 
money  has  been  received ;  but  whether  it  has  been  received 
or  not,  the  credit  is  stated  by  him  to  have  been  given  in 
the  usual  way  of  business,  and  the  plaintiff  has  not  entered 
into  any  evidence  to  rebut  the  Etatement. 

(a)  16  Ves.  97. 


Rogers  v.  Maule. 

Nov.  4th.      rn 

A.  diedintefl.  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^  Creditors'  suit  for  administering  the  real  and 
^^diS'^^Sm  te'  pcJ^onal  estate  of  Josiah  Manning  Bolton  Brown,  who 
haTing  mort-      died  intestate,  unmarried,  and  illegitimate.    The  defend- 

KSffcd  hiii  real  _  _ 

estates  to  B.  for  ants  Were  G-eorge  Maule,  as  administrator  of  the  deceased 
ha^ngwibi^*^  Under  the  Crown,  John  Rogers,  and  the  Attorney- General, 
eawdti^m'to    ^^®  decree  having  directed  certain, inquiries  to  be  made 

B.  for  an  addi-  respecting  the  real  estates  of  the  intestate,  the  Master,  in 
dq)onto?th/  answer  to  those  inquiries,  stated,  that  he  found  that  John 
The  fce^pie   ^g®'^^  ^  defendant  to  the  suit,  was,  by  virtue  of  an 

was  not  worth 

the  mortgage  money: — Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  mortgagor  could  not  be  deemed  a  bare 
triistee  for  the  mortgagee  within  the  stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2,  so  as  to  deprive  the 
Crown  of  the  equity  of  redemption ;  but  it  was  ordered,  that  the  estate  should  be  sold  in  the 
administration  of  assets,  and  B.  declared  a  purchaser,  with  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Crown  foe 
a  grant  of  the  fee-stmple. 
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indenture  of  the  2nd  Noyember,  1831^  mortgagee  of  the         1841 
real  estates  for  the  term  of  500  years^  for  £100  and  inter- 
est^ and  that  he  was  also  entitled  to  an  equitable  lien  on 
the  same  estates  for  the  sum  of  £140  and  interest;  and 
that  there  were  no  other  incumbrances  on  the  estates. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  direc- 
tions, and  on  the  petition  of  the  plaintiff,  whereby  it  was, 
amongst  other  things,  prayed,  that  John  Rogers,  being 
willing  to  take  the  said  real  estates  in  full  satisfaction  of 
the  sum  of  £240,  the  amount  of  the  debts  so  charged  on 
the  real  estate,  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  accept  and  retain 
the  same  in  full  discharge  of  such  debts;  and  that  be 
might  be  considered  and  confirmed  the  purchaser  of  such 
estate,  and  the  fee-simple  and  inheritance  thereof  in  pos- 
session, free  from  any  equity  of  redemption  affecting  the 
same,  and  be  declared  to  be  the  owner  thereof,  and  entitled 
to  a  conveyance,  grant,  or  other  assurance  thereof  frt)m 
the  Crown. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  estates  were  not  sufficient  in 
Talue  to  pay  the  mortgagee. 

Mr.  Bade  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Coleridge,  for  the  defendant,  John  Rogers,  submit- 
ted, that,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  mort- 
gagor must  be  considered  as  a  bare  trustee  of  the  equity  of 
redemption  for  the  mortgagee,  which  would  prevent  the 
equity  of  redemption  frt)m  escheating  to  the  Crown.  (Stat. 
4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2).  This  view  of  the  question  had 
been  slightly  mentioned  in  Hodge  v.  Tke  Attomey-Gene- 
ral  (a),  but  had  evidently  not  been  pressed  on  the  atten- 
tion of  the  Court.  There  it  was  held,  that  the  Crown  could 
not  be  foreclosed;  but  it  was  the  case  of  an  equitable 
mortgage  only.     Smyth  v.  Tyler  {b)  was  the  case  of  a  legal 

(fl)  ^  You.  &  CoU.  342.  {h)  Jurist,  Vol.  1,  p.  470. 
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1841.        mortgage.  ^TTie  Vtce-Chancellor. — ^Your  mortgage  does  not 
affect  the  legal  fee.] 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  Attorney-General^  objected  to  any 
decree  which  shonid  go  to  foreclose  the  Crown;  but  he 
suggested  that  the  estate  might  be  sold,  as  against  the 
Crown,  in  the  administration  of  assets. 

The  Vice-chancellor  adopted  that  view  of  the  case. 


It  appearing  to  the  .Court  that  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate 
is  insufficient  for  the  pa3rment  of  his  debts,  and  it  also  appearing,  as  well 
by  the  admissions  of  the  defendant,  George  Maule,  by  his  counsel,  as 
by  the  admissions  of  the  several  creditors  who  have  gone  in  before  the 
Master  and  established  their  debts  by  their  counsel,  that  the  value  of  the 
fee-simple  of  the  intestate's  real  estate,  together  with  the  rents  now  due 
thereon,  is  considerably  less  than  the  amount  of  the  mortgage  and  lien  of 
the  defendant,  John  Rogers,  upon  such  estate ;  and  the  defenddnt,  John 
Rogers,  being  willing  to  take  the  real  estate  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause 
mentioned  in  full  satisfaction  of  the  sum  of  £240  and  interest,  found  by 
the  said  report  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  real  estate,  and  all  interest  subse- 
quent to  such  report,  and  the  said  George  Maule,  the  said  creditors,  and 
the  said  defendant,  John  Rogers,  by  their  counsel,  consenting : — It  is 
ORDERED,  That  the  said  defendant,  John  Rogers,  be  at  liberty  to  accept 
the  same  in  full  discharge  of  the  said  debt;  and  it  is  ordered,  that  he  be,  and 
he  is  hereby  declared  to  be,  and  is,  the  purchaser  of  such  estate,  and  the 
fee-simple  and  inheritance  thereof  in  possession,  under  the  decree  of  this. 
Court,  in  the  due  administration  of  the  assets  of  the  intestate,  and  to  be 
the  owner  thereof;  and  it  is  ordered,  that  the  said  John  Rogers  be  at 
liberty  to  apply  to  the  Crown  for  such  grant  or  other  assurance  of  the 
legal  fee  thereof  from  the  Crown  as  he  may  be  advised ;  and  in  the 
mean  time  the  said  defendant,  John  Rogers,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  are  to 
hold  and  enjoy  the  same  estates  as  his  and  their  own  absolute  property. 
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1841. 


BOBINSON   V*   BrOSHEB. 

GiVbo.  5M. 
EOBOE  COOKEj  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage  in  The  case  of 

Reld-lane,  in  the  parish  of  St  Andrew's,  Holbom,  by  an  f  slITSb^ap'' 

indenture,  dated  the  80th  August,  1825,  demised  the  pre-  P^^jj, 

mises  to  Thomas  Marie,  for  81  years,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  filed  upon  the 

£17.    The  lease  contained  the  usual  covenants  to  pay  the  U^deTSe  dr- 

rent,  rates,  and  taxes,  and  to  keep  the  premises  in  repair.    pu^^^%^^ 

After  the  execution  of  this  lease,  Cooke  mortgaged  the  'ey-  After  iwue 

-  .  •  mi  .     joined,  the  case 

reversion  to  several  persons  in  succession.    These  mort-  of  Mooretw. 
gages  ultimately  became  vested  in  the  plaintiffs  and  their  ^^  ^  ^ 
heirs,  by  virtue  of  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  d«cinon  was 

'      "^  '  soon  afterwards 

the  2nd  and  8rd  of  May,  1836,  and  made  between  Orif-  pnblished  bj 
fiths,  a  former  mortgagee,  of  the  first  part,  Cooke  of  the  porte?of  tiie 
second  part,  and  the  plaintiflFs  of  the  third  part,  whereby,  SjSJJ^ft'^Si 
in  consideration  of  £162  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  Grif-  entered intoen- 

denoe: — Held, 

fiths,  and  £26  paid  by  them  to  Cooke,  the  reversion  in  the  that,  although 

premises  was  conveyed  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  heirs,  instLlofen'- 

subject  to  redemption.  ^^Xm"' 

At  lindsummer,  1886,  the  plaintiffs,  as  mortgagees  in  i»Te  applied  to 

the  Court  dt 

possession,  applied  to  Marie  for  payment  of  his  rent,  when  interlocutory 

Marie  informed  them  that  he  was  unable  to  pay  it,  and  the  bm  dis-  ^ 

that  he  had,  in  June,  1831,  deposited  his  lease  with  Mr.  Wil-  ^^y^flST* 

liam  Kosher,  solicitor  for  the  firm  of  Jeremiah  Bosher  ft;  that  application 

was  not  of  a 

Co.,  lime-burners,  as  a  security  for  a  debt  of  £64  due  firom  nsaai  nature, 
him,  Marie,  to  that  firm.  ti^to  have  the 

In  consequence  of  this  information,  the  plaintiffs'  soli-  ^^^JjJ^' 
citor,  on  the  25th  June,  1836,  wrote  a  letter  to  William  »t  the  hearing. 
Bosher,  who  was  the  son  of  Jeremiah  Bosher,  in  which,  correctly  filed 
after  calling  to  his  attention  the  non-payment  of  rent  and  of  ?report2d'^ 
the  dilapidations,  he  expressed  himself  thus:— *^ In  the  case, there be- 

x'  '  r  jng  mj  authon- 

late  cases  of  Flight  v.  Beniley,  and  Jenkins  v.  Portman,  the  ties  in  conflict 

with  it,  and  the 
decision  in  the 

reported  case  Is  afterwards  reverMd,  the  plaintiff  in  the  salty  filed  on  its  anOiority,  is  entitled,  on 

motion,  to  have  his  hill  dismissed  without  cTSts. 
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1841.  Vice-CbanceUor  and  Master  of  the  Bolls,  following  up  the 
principle  of  Lucas  v.  Comerford  (1  Yes.  Jan.),  held,  that 
an  equitable  mortgagee  is  liable  for  rent  and  dilapidations; 
hence,  your  father  is  considered  to  be  so  liable  in  this 
instance/' 

This  letter  being  ine£fectual  in  procuring  either  the  deli- 
very up  of  the  lease  or  the  performance  of  the  covenants, 
the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  wrote  again  to  William  Bosher,  re- 
questing him  to  furnish  the  name  or  names  of  his  father, 
to  insert  in  a  bill  in  Chancery,  and  also  to  accept  service 
of  the  subpoena.  This  produced  a  reply,  dated  the  12th 
November,  1836,  in  which  WilUam  Bosher  stated  the 
Christian  name  of  his  father  to  be  Jeremiah,  and  agreed  to 
accept  service.  He  at  the  same  time  offered  to  give  up  the 
lease,  without  prejudice  to  his  client's  claim,  to  any  person 
whom  Marie  might  authorize  to  receive  it,  on  payment  of 
£20.    This  offer  the  plaintiffs'  solicitor  refused  to  accept. 

In  pursuance  of  these  proceedings  the  plaintiffs,  on  the 
22nd  November,  1836,  filed  their  bill  against  Jeremiah 
Bosher,  praying  a  declaration  that  he,  as  equitable  mort- 
gagee of  the  lease,  was  liable  to  the  payment  of  the  rent, 
and  to  the  performance  of  the  covenants,  and  that  he  was 
bound  to  accept,  and  that  Marie  was  bound  to  execute  to 
him,  a  legal  assignment  of  the  premises,  by  way  of  mort- 
gage; and  that  such  relief  might  be  decreed  accordingly. 
And  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the  arrears  of 
rent. 

On  the  7th  February,  1837,  William  Bosher,  without 
giving  any  notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  returned  the  lease  to 
Marie,  at  the  same  time  stating  to  Marie,  by  letter,  that 
Messrs.  Bosher  claimed  no  interest  in  the  premises,  either 
as  equitable  mortgagees,  or  otherwise. 

In  March,  1837,  Jeremiah  Bosher  filed  his  answer  to  the 
plaintiffs'  biU,  and  from  this  answer  they  were  informed, 
for  the  first  time,  that  Jeremiah  Bosher  had  ceased  to  have 
any  interest  in  the  partnership  business  of  Jeremiah  Bosher 
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k  Co.^  ever  since  March,  1830,  although  his  name  was  1841. 
retained  in  the  firm ;  that  since  that  period  the  business 
had  been  carried  on  by  his  sons,  Henry,  George,  and  Ed- 
ward; that  the  lease  had  been  deposited  with  William 
Bosher,  as  a  security  for  a  debt  due  to  those  individuals, 
and  not  the  defendant;  and  that  it  had  recently  been  re- 
turned to  Marie,  as  before  stated. 

The  plaintiffs  then  amended  their  bill,  by  making  Henry, 
George,  and  Edward  Bosher  defendants,  and  by  adding  to 
the  prayer  a  clause  in  the  alternative,  viz.  that  if  it  should 
appear  that  the  indenture  of  lease  no  longer  remained  in 
deposit  for  the  benefit  of  Jeremiah,  Henry,  Gteorge,  and 
Edward  Bosher,  or  any  of  them,  then  that  the  defendants 
might  be  made  answerable  to  the  plaintiffs  for  the  conti- 
nued breach  of  the  covenant  to  repair  during  the  time  they 
were  equitable  mortgagees. 

In  February,  1839,  which  was  after  issue  joined  in  the 
amended  suit,  the  case  of  Moares  v.  Choat,  overruling 
the  case  of  IHght  v.  Bentley,  was  decided,  and  a  report 
of  it  was  soon  afterwards  published  by  Mr.  Si$non8  (a). 

In  September  and  November,  1839,  which  was  after 
the  publication  of  Mr.  Simong'  report,  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
present  cause  entered  into  evidence. 

The  questions  at  the  hearing  were  two : — ^First,  whether 
the  case  of  Moorea  v.  Choat  was  rightiy  decided.  Secondly, 
if  it  was,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the 
costs  of  this  suit,  notwithstanding  they  had  entered  into 
evidence  since  the  publication  of  the  report  of  Moores  v. 
ChoaL 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  plaintiffs,  said,  that 
this  case  was  similar  in  its  circumstances  to  that  of  Fiight 
V.  Bentley  (&),  which  was  decided  on  the  principles  laid 
down  by  Lord  Tkurlow  in  Lucas  v.  Comerford  (c).    The 

(a)  See  S  Sim.  508.  (h)  7  Sim.  149. 

(c)  3  Bfo.  C.  C.  166;  I  Ves.  jan.  235. 
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authority  of  the  latter  case  is  expressly  recognised  by 
the  Vice-chancellor  of  England  in  Moores  y.  Choat^  and 
it  cannot  be  contended  that  between  Flight  y.  Bentleg 
and  Lucas  y.  Comerford,  there  is  any  substantial  dif- 
ference. It  follovrsj  therefore^  that  Moores  y.  Choat  can- 
not be  supported.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^A  person  in 
possession  of  leaseholds  may  so  conduct  himself  as  to 
preclude  himself  from  saying  to  the  landlord  that  he  is 
not  an  assignee.  Lucas  y.  Comerford  may  haye  been  that 
case.  If  so^  it  would  not  afford  authority  for  the  broader 
ground  taken  in  Flight  y.  Bentley.']  There  is  nothing  in 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Thurlow  to  shew  that  he  decided  on 
the  ground  of  the  defendant's  possession.  His  decree  is 
founded  on  the  circumstance,  that  Comerford  had  an 
equitable  assignment.  Was  that  assignment  constituted 
by  the  possession  of  rents  and  profits,  or  the  deposit  of 
the  lease?  The  mere  circumstance  of  the  party  bdng  in 
possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  could  giye  him  no 
right,  unless  he  had  a  specific  lien  upon  them.  His  pos- 
session being  independent  of  the  landlord,  he  could  not 
be  considered  a  depositary  of  the  lease  by  yirtue  of  an 
equitable  assignment.  If  so,  and  if  Lord  Tkurlou/s  judg- 
ment does  not  proceed  on  that  ground,  it  cannot  be  made 
a  ground  of  distinction  between  the  two  cases.  Neither 
is  there  any  reason  to  suppose  that  Lord  Uwrlou/s  judg- 
ment was  materially  influenced  by  the  submission  of  the 
defendant  to  perform  some  of  the  coyenants  in  the  lease. 
It  is  submitted,  therefore,  that  the  point  must  be  decided 
on  the  principles  upon  which  his  Lordship  did,  in  truth, 
proceed,  namely,  that  a  party  haying  taken  the  benefit  of 
a  lease  must  be  held  bound  by  all  the  burdens  of  it. 

Mr.  Wood  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  contra,  were  stopped 
by  the  CJourt. 

TheVice-Chancelloa. — ^The  question  is,  whether,  when 
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an  equitable  interest  has  been  acquired  in  leasehold  pro-  i84i. 
perty  by  a  contract  in  the  nature  of  an  assignment, 
the  landlord  has  a  right,  without  more,  to  proceed  in  this 
Court  against  the  assignee,  as  if  he  were  his  tenant.  I 
am  not  aware  of  any  principle  of  this  Court  which  enables 
him  to  do  this.  In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  drcum- 
stance  either  of  conduct  or  contract,  as  between  the  owner 
of  the  fee  and  the  party  having  the  equitable  interest  in 
the  lease,  which  could  give  the  former  a  right  to  hdd 
the  latter  liable  to  him  in  respect  of  the  coyenants  in  the 
lease.  One  may  certainly  imagine  a  case,  in  which  a  party 
having  the  equitable  interest  in  a  lease  may  so  conduct 
himself  as  to  raise  an  equity  against  him,  as  between  him- 
self and  the  landlord.  But  that  is  not  so  here.  This  view 
being  taken  by  The  Vtce-ClumceUor  of  Emgland  in  a  case 
very  similar  to  the  present,  and  my  impression  being  in 
accordance  with  his,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  bill  must 
be  dismissed. 


The  plaintiffs'  counsel  then  contended,  that,  considering 
the  state  of  the  authorities  when  the  bill  was  filed,  it  must 
be  dismissed  without  costs.  [The  Vtce-ChancMor. — The 
difficulty  I  feel  is,  that  the  plaintiffs  have  gone  into  evi- 
dence. Could  they  not  have  sustained  an  interlocutory 
motion  to  stay  proceedings  ?  There  is  a  case  in  Cox  (a), 
where,  in  the  middle  of  the  cause.  Lord  Thmrlow  dismissed 
the  bill,  without  costs,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiffs. 
And  in  Van^Sandau  v.  Moore  (£),  Lord  Eldon  did  not  dis- 
pute the  correctness  of  the  decision.]  Those  cases  stand 
almost  alone.  It  must  be  admitted,  however,  that  in 
Broughton  v.  Laahmer  (c),  where  the  bill  was  filed  by  an  ad- 
ministrator, it  not  being  known  there  was  a  will,  and  after- 
wards the  will  was  found.  Lord  Cottenham  dismissed  the 
plaintiff's  biU,  on  his  application,  without  costs. 

(a)  Knox  v.  Brourn,!  Cox,  359;  2  Bro.C.C.  186. 
(6)  1  Ru88.  466.  (c)  Not  reported. 
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For  the  defendants  it  was  contended^  that^  even  if 
Mooren  v.  Choat  had  never  been  decided^  the  other  cases 
did  not  authorize  the  plaintiffs  to  come  into  equity;  for 
that,  here,  the  depositaries  had  not,  as  in  those  cases,  in- 
sisted on  their  rights  as  against  the  landlord,  bj  refusing 
to  deliver  up  the  lease  or  otherwise;  that,  in  £e(ct,  the  lease 
was  not  in  their  possession  when  the  bill  was  filed,  and 
that  the  bill  did  not  charge  any  application  to  have  the 
lease  delivered  up,  or  pray  any  relief  on  that  head.  They 
also  commented  on  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  entered 
into  evidence  since  the  decision  in  Moores  v.  ChoaL 

The  Vice-chancellor. — As  to  the  costs  incurred  be- 
fore the  decision  in  Moores  v.  Choai,  I  have  not  the  least 
doubt  in  holding  that  each  party  must  pay  his  own  costs. 
The  difficulty  which  I  have  felt  is  as  to  the  costs  of  the  suit 
incurred  since,  namely,  the  costs  of  taking  the  evidence; 
and  I  have  been  considering,  whether  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
to  blame  in  not  making  an  application  to  the  Court,  with 
a  view  of  saving  expense  by  dismissing  the  bill :  but  upon 
the  whole,  considering  that  such  an  application  is  not  of  a 
usual  nature — ^that  the  two  decisions  of  FKffhi  v.  Bentley, 
and  Moores  v.  Choat,  were  by  the  same  Judge,  and  that  the 
same  point  had  not  come  before  any  other  Judge,  I  have 
arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  suffi- 
ciently to  blame  to  induce  me  to  make  any  distinction  as 
to  the  costs.  Therefore,  though  not  without  some  diffi- 
culty, I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  bill  ought  to  be  dismissed 
without  costs. 

Decree  accordingly. 
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1841. 

HOFKINSON  V.  BaGSTER. 

Kov,  nth. 

HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  on  behalf  of  them-  Under  the  asnai 

selves  and  all  other  the  creditors  of   John  Prosser,  an  cuS?  roit,*tbe 

army   accontrement   makev^  deceased,   against  William  ^^"'J^I^^J^^ 

Bagster  and  Mary  his  wife,  who  was  the  daughter  and  ad-  to  be  exhibited 

ministratrix  of  Prosser,  and   against  John  Prosser,  his  Uimofthead/ 

eldest  son  and  heir-at-law.    The  bill  prayed  the  usual  ac-  "bi^*"J^i 

counts  and  the  usual  relief  against  the  real  and  personal  7«7  »p«ciai 

^^  ^  terms,  contain- 

estate  of  the  intestate.  raginqniriesnot 

The  defendants,  Bagster  and  wife,  by  their  answer,  ad-  ^^^uiliigs, 
mitted  that  assets  had  come  to  their  hands,  but  to  an  {||'h^|t'"|!^^ 
amount  by  no  means  sufficient  to  pay  the  testator's  debts.  i>ot  reoeived* 

and  why  the 

In  one  of  the  schedules  to  their  answer,  they  professed  to  same  had  not 
give  an  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  intestate  Th^ini^oga. 
converted  into  money  since  the  testator's  death,  and  not  ^^  ^"^' 
come  to  their  hands.  This  they  stated  to  consist  of  a 
leasehold  house  and  premises.  No.  9,  Charing  Cross,  (where 
the  trade  had  been  carried  on),  the  lease  of  which  had 
been  deposited  by  the  intestate  with  Messrs.  Cocks  &  Co., 
''  bankers,  as  a  collateral  security  for  what  remained  due  to 
them  on  the  intestate's  promissory  note  for  £1000.  These 
premises  were  stated  in  the  schedule  to  have  been  sold  and 
assigned  by  the  defendants,  the  Bagsters,  and  Cocks  & 
Co.,  to  the  defendant,  John  Prosser,  for  £250,  which  sum 
was  paid  over  to  Cocks  &  Co.  in  discharge  of  their  debt. 
The  defendants,  Bagster  and  wife,  declared  their  belief 
that  £250  was  the  fiill  value  of  that  property.  They  also, 
in  another  part  of  their  answer,  accounted  for  the  stock, 
fixtures,  and  utensils  of  the  trade,  which  was,  after  the 
intestate's  decease,  carried  on  by  the  defendant  John 
Prosser. 

No  amendment  was  made  to  the  bill  in  consequence  of 
the  above  statement;  but  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing 
and  a  decree  was  made,  directing  the  Master  to  take  the 
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1841.         usual  accounts  of  the  personalty^  to  sell  the  leaseholds,  and 
HoPKiNsoN     ^^  *^PP^y  ^^®  personalty  and  the  produce  of  the  leaseholds 

^    *•  in  payment  of  the  debts,  in  a  course  of  administration : 

Ba^ostbr.  ,  .  , 

and  m  case  that  fund  was  insufficient  for  such  purpose, 

then  the  Master  was  to  inquire  as  to  the  real  estates,  &c. 

Four  interrogatories  were  exhibited  in  the  Master's  office 
by  the  plaintiffs  for  the  examination  of  the  defendants  Bag- 
ster  and  wife;  three  of  these  were  in  the  usual  form :  the 
fourth  contained  inquiries  whether  the  intestate  was  not  in 
his  lifetime,  and  at  the  time  of  his  decease,  possessed  of, 
or  entitled  to,  a  leasehold  messuage,  &c..  No.  9,  at  Charing 
Cross?  Whether  he  did  not  for  many  years  carry,  and  up 
to  his  death  carry,  on  the  business  of  an  army  accoutre- 
ment maker  on  the  same  premises,  and  whether  the  defend- 
ant, John  Frosser,  had  not  since,  or  from  some  and  what 
time,  carried  on  the  business  on  the  same  premises?  Whe- 
ther the  defendants,  Bagster  and  wife,  had  not  sold  and 
disposed  of  the  same  premises,  with  the  good-will,  to  John 
Frosser;  and  whether  they  had  not  left  in  his  hands  the 
stock  in  trade  of  the  intestate,  and  also  the  fixtures  and 
utensils  of  trade,  and  of  what  value  the  same  were  ?  Also, 
whether  the  same  defendants  had  ever,  and  when,  receiyed 
any  and  what  sum  or  sums,  from  John  Frosser,  in  respect 
thereof,  and  if  not,  why  not  ?  And  whether  John  Frosser 
had  not  had  the  use  and  disposal  of  the  same,  or  what  had 
become  thereof?  And  what  had  become  of  the  intestate's 
plate  and  wines,  and  if  sold,  when,  and  to  whom,  &c.,  and 
what  had  become  of  the  produce,  and  if  not  sold  or  dis- 
posed of,  why  not? 

The  Master  having  certified  that  he  had  allowed  these 
interrogatories,  an  exception  was  taken  to  his  certificate, 
alleging  generally  that  he  ought  not  to  have  allowed  such 
interrogatories. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Choptnan  Barber,  for  the  exception, 
contmided,  that  the  Master  had  exceeded  his  functions 
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in  allowing  tlie  fourth  interrogatory^  wliich  went  to  charge        1841. 
the  administratrix  and  her  husband  with  what,  but  for    Hopj',„gow 
their  wilfial  default,  thej  might  have  received.    In  support  *• 

of  this  argument,  and  also  as  an  authority  for  the  general 
form  in  which  the  exception  had  been  taken,  they  cited 
Moore  y.  Longford  (a). 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Campbell^  contri,  upon  the  point 
of  form,  dted  Cotham  v.  West  (i),  and  Gampertz  y.  Best  (c), 
CDutending  that  the  former  of  these  cases  was  at  yariance 
with  Moore  y.  Longford.  [The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that 
he  thought  the  two  cases  might  stand  together,  and  added, 
after  mentioning  Pearson  y.  Knapp  (rf),  Hoare^Y.  John- 
ston  (e),  and  Woods  y.  Woods  (/),  that  he  was  disposed  to 
follow  Moore  y.  Longford,  not  only  on  the  point  of  form, 
but  on  the  other  point.]  As  to  the  other  point,  this  case 
differs  from  that  where  the  Master  is  directed  simply  to 
take  the  accounts  of  an  admimstrator.  Here  he  was  di- 
rected  to  see  whether  any  part  of  the  personal  estate  was 
insufficient  before  he  proceeded  to  a  sale  of  the  real  estate. 
It  was  therefore  competent  to  him  to  put  the  interroga- 
tory, more  especially  as  an  inquiry  as  to  wilful  default 
could  not  afterwards  be  had  on  further  directions :  Garland 
y.  LUtlewood  {p).  In  Bidden  v.  Forster  (A),  it  is  laid  down, 
that  the  Master  has  fiiU  authority,  under  the  general  direc- 
tion in  the  decree,  to  examine  a  party  on  fresh  interroga- 
tories. 

The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 
Master,  in  allowing  the  fourth  interrogatory,  had,  to  a 
certain  extent,  exceeded  his  functions ;  and  therefore  the 
exception  to  that  interrogatory  must  be  allowed.     His 

(o)  6  Sim.  323.  (e)  4  Myl.  k  C.  127. 

(6)  1  Beav.  380.  (/)  9  Sim.  197. 

(c)  1  Y.  &  C.  114.  is)  1  Beftv.  527. 

{d)  1  Myl.  &  K.  312.  (A)  1  S.  &  S.  335. 
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1841. 


Honor^  however^  did  not  think  it  incumbent  on  the 
Court  to  saj  in  what  particular  respects  the  interrogatory 
was  wrong ;  and  he  desired  to  have  it  understood,  that,  in 
his  opinion,  it  was  competent  to  the  Master,  if  he  thought 
fit,  to  allow  further  interrogatories  for  the  examination  of 
the  defendants,  which  might  contain  some  portion  of  the 
matter  included  in  the  fourth  interrogatory. 

Exception  allowed. 


N&v.  6tk,  %lh, 

I2th. 
Early  in  1818, 
eethnquetruii, 
with  power  of 
directing  the 
variation  of  the 
tnut  aecaritiesy 


Bboadhurst  V.  Balgut. 


1  HE  object  of  the  bill  was  to  charge  a  trustee  with  the 
loss  of  the  trust  fund,  occasioned  by  his  co-trustee,  under 
the  following  circumstances  : — 

On  the  marriage  of  the  plaintiff,  John  Broadhurst,  with 
!ii^o  was  one  of  Catherine  Hurt,  a  sum  of  £3000  Navy  £5  per  cent.  Annui- 
ties was  transferred  into  the  joint  names  of  the  defendants, 
Francis  Hurt,  the  brother  of  Catherine  Hurt,  and  Bryan 
Thomas  Balguy ;  and  by  an  indenture,  dated  the  1st  of 
November,  1815,  and  made  between  the  plaintiff  of  the 
first  part,  Catherine  Hurt  of  the  second  part,  and  the 
defendants  of  the  third  part,  being  the  marriage  settle- 
ment, it  was  agreed  that  the  said  sum  of  stock,  as  also 
a  sum  of  £17,000  Navy  £5  per  cent.  Annuities,  belong- 


hiatnutees,  to 
aeli  ont  trott 
ftock  then 
standing  in  the 
£b  per  oenta., 
and  invest  it  in 
the  i^  per 
cents.  In  April 
of  the  same 
year,  the  trus- 
tees, B.  and  H., 
sold  ont  the 
stock  by  power 
of  attorney, 
and  soon  after- 
wards H.,  at  the  request  of  B.,  joined  in  a  cheque  on  the  bankers  who  acted  in  the  sale, 
requesting  them  to  ray  the  amount  to  themselyes  or  bearer.  In  the  letter  of  B.  requesting  H. 
to  sign  the  cheque,  lie  stated,  as  a  reason  for  expedition,  that  the  money  was  to  oe  paid  on 
Thursday  io  the  ffentienum  to  tehom  ii  wa»  engaged,  B.  afterwards  applied  the  money  to  his 
own  use.  On  a  bill  filed  in  1838,  by  the  eutui  que  tnut,  to  compel  H.  to  replace  the  money  :— 
Held,  that  H.  was  primd  facie  liable ;  for  that  neither  of  the  trustees  contemplated  an  investment 
pursuant  to  the  direction  of  the  plaintiff;  and  even  if  H .  had  so  contemplated,  the  course  taken  by 
him  was  not  required  by  necessity  or  convenience.  But,  inasmuch  as  it  was  proved  that  the 
plaintiff  knew  biefore  1820  that  the  stock  had  been  sold  outvluid  that  he,  in  several  subsequent 
successive  years,  received  accounts  from  B.,  who  was  his  agent  and  also  his  dd>tor,  in  which 
were  contained  entries  for  interest  on  stock  appearing  clearly  to  be  the  fund  in  question,  which 
entries  were  irregular  in  amount  and  dates;  and  inasmuch  as,  notwithstanding  these  drcum- 
stanoes,  no  communication  on  the  subject  appeared  to  have  been  made  from  the  plaintiff  to  H., 
who  was  his  brother-in-law,  from  April,  1818,  to  November,  1837,  which  was  shortly  previous 
to  B.'s  bankruptcy,  the  Court  directed  inquiries  to  be  made  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether 
and  whea  first  the  plaintiff  bad  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust. 
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ing  to  the  plaintifiP,  should  be  held  by  the  defendants,        1841. 
upon  tnist,  that   they  and   the  survivor  of  them,   &c.,    broaohuast 
should  permit  the  plaintiff  and  his  assigns,  firom  time  ^* 

to  time,  during  the  joint  lives  of  himself  and  his  in- 
tended wife,  to  receive  and  take  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  annual  produce  of  the  trust  funds,  for  his  and  their 
own  use  and  benefit ;  and,  in  case  he  should  die  in  the  life* 
time  of  his  intended  wife,  then  in  trust  that  they  should 
permit  her  and  her  assigns  to  receive  and  take  such  inter- 
est, &c.,  during  her  life,  for  her  and  their  own  use'  and 
benefit ;  and,  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them, 
the  said  plaintiff  and  his  intended  wife,  then  upon  trust 
that  the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  &c.,  should 
stand  possessed  of  the  said  trust  funds,  in  trust,  in  case 
there  should  be  but  one  child  of  the  marriage,  for  such 
one  child,  to  be  a  vested  interest  in  him  or  her,  at  such 
time  as  the  plaintiff  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint,  and,  in 
default  of  such  appointment,  to  be  vested  in  him  or  her, 
at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  and,  if  there  should 
be  more  than  one  child  of  the  marriage,  upon  such  trusts 
as  in  the  said  indenture  were  mentioned;  and,  it  was 
thereby  agreed  and  declared,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors  of  them,  his  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  at  any  time  or  times  after  such 
intended  marriage,  with  the  consent  and  direction  of  the 
plaintiff  and  his  intended  wife,  during  their  joint  lives,  and 
of  the  survivor  of  them,  during  his  or  her  life,  to  be  testi- 
fied by  some  note  or  writing  under  their,  his,  or  her  hand9, 
to  sell,  transfer,  and  dispose  of  all  or  any  of  the  stocks  or 
funds,  which,  for  the  time  being,  should  be  vested  in  them 
by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture,  upon  any  of  the  said 
trusts,  and,  with  such  consent  and  direction  as  aforesaid,  to 
lay  out  and  invest  the  principal  monies  to  arise  by  such 
sale,  transfer,  or  disposition,  in  the  names  or  name  of  the 
said  trustees,  in  the  purchase  of  a  competent  share  of  the 
VOL.  I.  c  N.  c.  c. 
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I84h        Parliamentary  stocks  or  public  funds  of  Great  Britain, 

BboIdrumt   ^'  ^von  GoTemnient  or  real  securities  in  England,  and 

9.  should  stand  possessed  of  such  new  or  other  stocks,  funds, 

oALOUTa 

and  securities,  upon  the  same  trusts  as  had  been  declared 
of  the  original  trust  funds. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  the  wife  died  in  Septem- 
ber, 1816,  leaving  one  chUd  only,  namely,  the  defendant, 
John  Broadhurst,  junior,  who  attained  his  age  of  twenty- 
one  on  the  2l8t  of  August,  1887.  The  plaintiff,  who  was 
not  provided  for  by  the  settlement  in  the  event  of  his  sur« 
viving  his  wife,  took  out  administration  to  her  effects,  and 
thereby  entitled  himself,  by  implication,  to  a  life  interest 
in  the  £8000  stock. 

It  appears  by  the  admissions  in  the  cause)  that  the  plain- 
tiff received  the  diridends  on  the  £3000  Navy  £5  per  Cents, 
to  the  year  1818.  On  the  5  th  of  January,  in  that  year,  he 
sent  a  letter  to  Bslguy,  in  these  terms : — 

"  Dear  Bryan, — Having  determined  to  vest  the  money, 
now  in  the  £5  per  Cents,  in  the  £3  per  Cents.,  I  could  wish 
you  and  Hurt  to  execute  a  power  of  attorney  immediately, 
so  that  the  transfer  may  be  effected  before  the  dividends 
about  to  be  paid  are  paid.     In  haste,  ever  yours, 

"  J.  Broadhurst." 

On  the  12th  April,  1818,  Hurt  and  Balguy  executed  a 
power  of  attorney  for  the  sale  of  the  £8000  stock,  and  on 
the  14th  of  that  month  Balguy  wrote  a  letter  to  his  bankers, 
Messrs.  Samuel  Smith  &  Co.,  of  Derby,  directing  them  to 
sell  out  the  stock.  On  the  18th  of  that  month.  Smith  & 
Co.  informed  Balguy,  by  letter,  that  they  had  sold  out  the 
stock,  producing  3216/.  \5s.  8d.  sterling,  and  they  request- 
ed Balguy  to  furnish  them  with  an  order  from  Mr.  Hurt 
as  well  as  himself,  when  he  wished  the  amount  to  be  dis- 
posed of. 

On  the  20th  April,  1818,  Balguy  wrote  to  Hurt  as 
follows : — 
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"  My  dear  Sir, — ^The  stock  Which  stood  in  ovLt  names        1841. 
in  the  Navy  £5  per  Cents,  has  been  sold  out,  and  produced   bboadhubst 

the  snm  of  #hich  I  have  drawn  the  cheque  on  the  other  «• 

Balout. 
side.    The  broker's  certificate  is  in  my  possession,  firom 

which  I  find  Messrs.  Smiths'  account  to  be  correct.     Be 

good  enough  to  sign  the  cheque,  and  return  it  to  me  at 

your  earliest  convenience,  as  the  money  is  to  be  paid  on 

Thursday  to  the  gentleman  to  whom  ii  U  engaged.    I  am, 

&c.,  "B.  T.  Balgut. 


, » 


On  the  day  following  the  date  of  this  letter.  Hurt  and 
Balguy  drew  a  cheque  upon  Samuel  Smith  &  Co.^  in  the 
following  form: — 

''Messrs.  Samuel  Smith  &  Co.,  bankers,  Derby, — Pay 
to  ourselves,  or  bearer.  Three  thousand  two  hundred  and 
sixteen  pounds  fifteen  shillings  and  three  pence,  being  the 
produce  arising  firom  the  sale  of  stock  (after  deducting 
bankers'  and  broker's  commission  and  postages)  lately 
standing  in  our  names  in  the  Navy  £5  per  Cents. 

"  Pbancis  Hurt.    B.  T  Balgut." 

This  cheque  was  afterwards  delivered  by  Balguy,  or  his 
agents,  to  Smith  &  Co.,  who  afterwards  paid  the^before-men- 
tioned  sum  of  8216/.  15s.  8d.  to  or  on  account  of  Balguy^ 
by  virtue  of  four  cheques  or  orders,  dated,  respectively, 
the  21st,  23rd,  25th,  and  80th  April,  1818.  The  last  order, 
which  was  for  £700,  contained  a  direction  to  the  bankers 
to  place  part  of  it,  namely,  £500,  to  the  account  of  the 
plaintiff  with  Messrs.  Smith,  Payne  &  Smith  of  London. 

It  appeared  that  Balguy  was  the  friend  and  professional 
adviser,  and  the  agent  and  receiver  of  rents,  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  transacted  business  for  many  years,  not  only  on 
the  plaintiff's  own  account,  but  also  for  the  plaintiff,  as 
committee  of  his  brother,  who  was  a  lunatic.  In  the 
course  of  these  transactions  accounts  were  rendered  by 
Balguy  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  following  times,  namely^ 
Account  A.,  in  June,  1820;  Account  B.,  in  February,  1822; 

c2 
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1841.        Account  C,  in.  March,  1829;  and  Account  D.,  in  January, 
„ ' — ^^^^      1882.    These  accounts,  soon  after  they  had  been  received 

BrOADHU&ST  '  ,     ,  ,  .  ^    ,  r«« 

w.  by  the  plaintiff,  were  returned  by  him  to  Balguy.    The 

ALouT.      fQiiQ^iQug   items  appeared  in  different  parts  of  the  ac- 
counts : — 

In  Account  A., 

£    ».  d. 

1819— May  10.  To  half  a  year's  interest  on  £3200  produce 

of  stock  sold  out  on  the  20th  April,  1812» 

To  ditto,  due  20th  Sept. 

1820^May        To  half  a  year's  interest  on  stock 

In  Account  B., 
1820 — Dec.        Half  a  year's  interest  on  stock 
1821 — Dec.        One  year's  interest  on  stock 
1822 — ^Dec.  30.  To  one  year's  interest  on  stock 
1823 — Dec.        To  one  year's  interest  on  stock 
1824 — Dec.  31.  To  one  year's  interest  on  stock 
1825 — Dec.  31.  To  ditto,  a  year's  interest  on  stock 

In  Account  C, 
1826 — Dec.  31.  To  interest  on  stock        .... 
1828 — Feh.  10.  To  cash,  a  year's  interest  on  stock 
1829 — Feb.         To  one  year's  interest  on  stock 

In  Account  D., 
1828 — Dec.  25.  To  one  year's  interest  on  stock 
1829 — Dec  26.  To  dividends  now  due     .... 
1830 — Dec.        To  dividends  now  due 

In  April,  1828,  the  plaintiff  sent  a  letter  to  Balguy,  in 
which,  after  stating  that  he  was  in  want  of  money,  and 
complaining  of  some  alleged  inaccuracies  in  the  accounts, 
he  used  the  following  expressions: — "A  farm  of  60  acres, 
of  Lord  Chesterfield,  at  Baylstone^  has  been  offered  me. 
It  would  be  a  pity  not  to  lay  this  to  the  estate  if  it  can  be 
bought  with  the  money;  and  I  should  suppose  you  and  Mr. 
Hurt  would  not  object  to  part  of  my  wife^ 8  fortune,  or  the 
whole,  if  necessary,  being  invested  in  the  purchase.  Is 
there  no  money  whatever  remaining  oi  funded  property  in 
>fr.  Hurt's  hands?" 
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In  answer  to  this  letter  Balguy  wrote  a  letter^  dated  the  1841. 
28th  April,  1828,  which  contained  the  following  passage :—  b&oadbuvbt 
"  It  will  certainly  he  very  desirable  to  purchase  the  farm  ^jJ^^y. 
at  Baylstone,  and  I  have  no  doubt  Mr.  Hurt  will  consent 
to  the  money  being  lent  you,  but  as  it  is  now  out  on  mort- 
gage, 1  think  he  will  expect  to  have  the  same  security;  but 
on  this  point  I  will  write  to  you  as  soon  as  you  have  deter- 
mined any  thing  in  regard  to  the  purchase.  I  am  not 
aware  that  there  is  a  shilling  trust  money,  indeed,  if  there 
had,  I  should  apprehend  there  would  have  been  no  occa- 
sion to  borrow  any  part  of  Mrs.  Edgeworth's  fortune,  which 
you  did  upon  a  former  occasion.  If  Mrs.  Edgeworth  has 
other  money  which  she  could  let  you  have,  would  it  not  be 
better  that  the  farm  should  be  purchased  with  what  will 
ultimately  be  yours;  in  which  case  it  might  be  conveyed  to 
the  same  uses  to  which  the  estates  adjoining  are  liable 
under  your  father's  will,  rather  than  to  purchase  it  with 
your  trust  monies,  which,  if  not  sufficient  for  the  purpose, 
will  create  some  difficulty  ?'' 

In  the  year  1880  the  plaintiff  ceased  to  employ  Balguy  in 
any  capacity,  and  from  that  time  all  intercourse  between 
them  ceased. 

In  January,  1838,  Balguy  became  bankrupt;  and  on 
the  31st  of  that  month  the  present  bill  was  filed,  for  the 
purpose  of  compelling  Hurt  to  replace  so  much  stock 
in  the  £S  per  Cents,  as  could  have'  been  purchased  with 
8216/.  16s.  8d.  on  the  22nd  April,  1818;  the  bill  alleging, 
that  the  plaintiff  had  no  suspicion  that  the  proceeds  of  the 
stock  had  not  been  invested  in  the  £3  per  cent.  Bank  An- 
nuities until  on  or  about  the  2l8t  August,  1837,  when 
his  son  came  of  age,  and  it  became  necessary  to  enter  into 
some  family  arrangements. 

The  principal  ground  of  defence  on  the  part  of  Hurt  was, 
that  the  plaintiff  must  have  known  that  Balguy  had  not 
invested  the  money  pursuant  to  his  directions,  and  that  he 
must  have  tacitly  assented  to  Balguy's  borrowing  the  money 


V, 
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1841.        for  his  own  pui^oses.    Ko  express  eividence^  however,  was 
J'     "^"^     adduced  oo  this  head,  and  Btigaj,  not  having  obtained  his 
certificate  at  the  time  of  taking  the  evidence,  was  not  ejca- 
mined. 

Mr.  WiloQpk  and  Mr.  Prendergast,  for  the  plaintiff. — By 
signing  the  joint  cheque  of  the  21st  April,  1818,  Hurt  put 
out  of  his  power  that  fund  which  had  been  committed  to  the 
joint  care  of  him  and  Balguy,  and  in  so  doing  oompiitted 
a  plain  breach  of  trust.  But  it  will  be  said,  that,  in  the 
accounts  rendered  by  Balguy  to  the  plaintiff,  there  was 
that  which  Qught  to  have  put  the  plaintiff  on  inquiry,  more 
especially  as  B&dguy  was  the  plaintiff's  agent.  The  ac- 
counts were  not  the  only  communications  between  the 
parties,  for  there  is  a  letter  of  Balguy's,  in  which  he  ex* 
pressly  states  the  money  to  be  out  on  mortgage.  But, 
judging  firom  the  accounts,  the  plaintiff  appears  to  have 
been  a  creditor  of  Balguy,  to  the  extent  of  about  JK2000, 
when  Balguy  drew  the  cheque.  If  Bslguy  had  been  a 
mere  trustee,  and  it  were  shewn  that  he  was  peculiarly 
pressed  for  money  at  that  time,  or  in  a  situation  to  require 
accommodation,  there  might  be  some  ground  for  suspect- 
ing that  the  plaintiff  had  made  some  arrangement  for  the 
abuse  of  the  trust  fund,  in  ordar  to  get  payment  of  his 
debts.  But,  instead  of  that,  Balguy  pays  his  other  debts 
with  the  money.  Besides,  the  entries  in  the  accounts  are 
calculated  to  misleads  and  not  to  inform  the  plaintiff.  The 
first  entiy  of  interest  is  in  May,  1819,  instead  of  20th  Sep- 
tember, 1818,  and  relates  to  stock  apparently  sold  out  in 
April,  1812.  Again,  both  that  iMid  the  other  items  are 
Qfdculated  at  £5  per  cent.,  instead  of  £Z  per  cent. ;  they 
are  mixed  up  with  a  great  variety  of  other  items  in  ac- 
counts relating  principally  to  the  estate  of  the  lunatic; 
they  are  inserted  at  different  periods  in  different  years,  so 
that  Balguy  gets  several  months'  interest,  and  in  1827  no 
entries  whatever  are  made.  Can  it  be  said,  under  these 
circumstances,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  misappro- 
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priation  ?  If  Hurt  is  not  chargeable,  it  must  be  either  that 
tile  ^aintiff  knew  every  thing,  or  that  he  did  something. 
Adams  V.  Clifton  (a).  All  that  he  did  was  to  give  the  au- 
thority of  the  5th  January.  K  any  agreement  to  lend  the 
mon^  could  be  implied,  Hiurt  would  not  be  responsible. 
But  that  was  the  only  li^cense  given  before  the  sale  of  the 
Block,  either  to  Balguy  or  to  Hurt. 

Mr.  Ja/mes  Buasell  and  Mr.  6.  L.  Russell,  for  John 
Broadhurst,  the  younger. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  defisndant  Hurt. — 
It  appears  that  Balguy  was  the  solicitor,  agents  land  stew* 
ard,  receiver,  and  confidential  Mend  of  the  plaintiff;  and 
the  confidence  placed  in  him  has  been  abused.  The  plain* 
tiff,  finding  it  has  been  abused,  resorts  tx)  the  course  of 
coming  against  an  innocent  paarty,  who  was  admitted  to  be 
ignorant  of  all  the  transactions,  and  whose  only  fault  is, 
that  he  has  {daoed  the  same  reliance  on  Balguy  that  the 
pfadntiff  has  for  twenty  years.  The  defendant  Hurt  may, 
no  doubt,  be  compelled  to  make  good  this  loes$  but  if  so, 
it  must  be  by  the  rules  of  this  Court,  which,  though  some- 
times usrful,  would  be  in  this  case  most  oppressively  applied. 
The  general  rule  is  not  disputed,  that  where  there  are 
several  trustees,  and  the  fund  is  permitted  to  go  into  the 
hands  of  one  for  the  purpose  of  rcrin vestment,  the  others 
are  bound  to  ascertain  that  the  re-investment  has  taken 
place,  and,  if  they  omit  to  do  so,  tiiey  may  be  made  liable 
for  the  acts  of  their  oottrustee.  Brice  v.  Stokes  {b)  con- 
tains the  principle,  and  Booth  v.  Booth  {c)  collects  the 
authorities  on  this  head.  But  those  cases  also  contain 
the  qualification  of  the  general  doctrine,  namely,  that  no 
cestui  que  trust,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  misapplication, 
and  lies  by  for  years  without  taking  steps  against  the 

(a)  1  Russ.  297.  (6)  11  Yes.  319. 

(c)  1  Beav.  125;  and  see  Moi€9  v.  Levi,  3  Y.  &  C.  359. 
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1841.        party,  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  rule.    That  qualifi- 
Broadhumt   ^^^^^  must  be  applied  here.    But  the  circumstances  of 

^   9'  this  case  authorize  a  still  further  qualification.   This  is  not 

Balout. 

the  case  of  an  express  trust,  or  of  a  bill  for  a  legacy,  for 
which  it  may  be  admitted  that  the  bill  may  be  brought 
after  nineteen  years ;  but  it  is  a  case  of  a  mere  personal 
claim  against  one  trustee  for  the  default  of  the  other;  and 
in  such  case  it  is  submitted,  that  the  doctrine  of  laches 
applies.  The  two  points  therefore  to  be  considered  are 
those  of  acquiescence  and  laches. 

First,  as  to  acquiescence.  The  bill  contains  a  statement, 
that  the  plaintiff  believed  the  dividends  were  the  dividends 
of  stock  produced  by  the  sale  of  the  £3000,  Navy  £5  per 
Cents.  But  it  is  impossible  he  could  have  thought  that.  He 
was  of  mature  age,  and  well  acquainted  with  business.  Why 
should  he  conceive  that  the  dividends  in  Consols  would  be 
greater  than  the  dividends  of  £5  per  Cents.  ?  The  only  au- 
thority he  gave  was  to  invest  in  Consols.  He  appears  to  have 
received  £160  to  the  end  of  1828,  and  afterwards  £128; 
and  the  bill  alleges,  that  he  believed  that  the  £128  was 
either  dividends  of  the  Navy  £5  per  Cents.,  or  the  con- 
verted stock ;  but,  in  1824,  what  public  fund  produced  £4 
per  cent?  It  is  impossible  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion 
than  that  the  plaintiff  permitted  Balguy  to  hold  the  money, 
giving  him  interest.  It  is  not  necessary  to  represent  to 
the  Court,  that  an  express  agreement  took  place  for  this 
purpose.  If  the  plaintiff  was  apprized  of  the  fact,  that 
Balguy  was  retaining  the  money,  that  is  acquiescence : 
Walker  v.  Symonda  (a).  And  it  is  not  too  much  to  infer, 
that  he  was  apprized  of  that  fact,  when  it  is  considered 
that  he  always  examined  the  accounts.  That  any  of  the 
items  of  stock  in  these  accounts  belonged  to  the  lunatic's 
estate,  there  is  no  evidence  whatever. 

With  respect  to  the  point  of  laches,  the  cases  of  fVabneslep 

(a)  3  Swaimt.  64. 
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V.  Booth  (a),  Herqf  v.  Dmwoody  {b),  and  Smiih  v.  Clay  {c).         1841. 

are  applicable.    It  is  also  to  be  remarked,  that,  in  cases  of  BaoADHuagT 

this  nature,  a  cesitd  que  trust  has  a  duty  to  perform  as      ^' 

well  as  the  trustee.     He  ought  to  ascertain  the  state  of 

the  fund,  and  do  all  he  can  to  protect  it,  by  giving  notice 

to  the  trustees  of  any  suspicious  circumstances  which  may 

arise  respecting  it.    But  that  duty  has  been  neglected  in 

this  case,  and  the  plaintiff  is  therefore  barred.    For  it  is 

dear,  that  if,  by  the  neglect  of  the  plaintiff,  the  relief 

against  any  of  the  parties  is  prejudiced,  the  remedy  against 

the  others  is  destroyed.    Pooley  v.  Ray  {d),  Pickering  v. 

Lord  Stamford  {e),  Earl  ofEgremont  v.  HamUion{f),  Gray 

v.  Cluq^lm  iff),  Styles  v.  Guy  (A). 

Mr.  Wilcock,  in  reply. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor — ^The  question  to  be  decided  in  ^o^-  12M. 
this  cause  is,  whether  the  defendant,  Mr.  Hurt,  has  com- 
mitted a  breach  of  trust  as  to  a  sum  of  £8000  Navy  £5 
per  Cent.  Stock,  or  the  money  produced  by  the  sale  of  it,  in 
respect  of  which  he  is  liable  tx)  the  extent  of  the  interest 
of  the  plaintiff  as  a  cestui  que  trust  of  that  property. 

The  stock  in  question  belonged  to  Miss  Catherine  Hurt, 
and,  on  her  marriage  with  the  plaintiff  in  1815,  was  vested 
in  her  brother,  the  defendant,  Mr.  Hurt,  a  gentleman  of 
property  in  Derbyshire,  and  the  defendant,  Mr.  Balguy, 
a  solicitor,  as  trustees,  upon  trusts  declared  by  a  settle* 
ment  dated  the  1st  of  November  in  that  year.  The 
trusts  were  to  permit,  &c.  [His  Honor  then  read  the 
limitations  in  the  settlement,  and  the  power  to  vary  the 
securities.] 

There  is  one  child  of  the  marriage,  the  defendant,  Mr« 
Broadhurst,  junior.     He  attained  his  majority  in  the  year 

(a)  2  Atk.  25.  («)  2  Ves.  jun.  683. 

(b)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  257.  (/)  1  Ball  &  B.  61&. 

(c)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  639.  (^)  2  Ruas.  146. 

{d)  1  P.  W.  355.  (A)  InExchcq.,€or.  Lyndh.  C.B. 
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1641.         1637,    Mrs.  Broadhurst  died  in  the  year  1816.  The  plain- 
Bboadhuut   ^^^  appears  to  have  become  her  administrator  in  September^ 
„   '•  1831^  and  not  before.    His  beneficial  title,  in  her  right  or 

nnder  the  settlement^  to  the  income  of  the  trust  fund  fcnr 
his  life  appears  never  to  have  been  questioned.  The  divi- 
dends^ up  to  the  month  of  January,  1818,  inclusive,  were 
paid  to  him  through  his  then  bankers,  Messrs.  Smith  &  Co., 
of  Derby.  In  that  month  the  plaintifiP  wrote  toMr.Balguy, 
who  was  his  professional  adviser,  and  on  terms  of  intimacy 
with  him,  this  letter : — ''  Dear  Bryan, — Having  determined 
to  vest  the  money,  now  in  the  £5  per  Cents.,  in  jS3  per 
Cents.,  I  could  wish  you  and  Hurt  to  execute  a  power  of 
attorney  immediately,  so  that  the  transfer  may  be  effected 
before  the  dividends  about  to  be  paid  are  paid.''  It  is  not 
contested  that  the  stock  here  mentioned  was  the  £3000 
in  question. 

Under  a  power  of  attorney  dated  the  12th  April,  1818, 
and  in  consequence  of  a  letter  iGrom  Mr.  Balguy  to  the 
Perby  bankers,  the  stock  was  sold  on  the  17th  April,  1818, 
and  produced  the  net  sum  of  3216/.  15«.  3d.,  which  was 
received  by  their  London  agents  on  their  behalf.  Tlie 
letter  from  Mr.  Balguy  was  thus— [His  Honor  read  the 
letter  of  the  14th  April,  1818]. 

[His  Honor  then  read  the  letter  of  the  Derby  bankers 
of  the  IBth  April,  1818,  and  Balguy's  letter  to  Hurt  of  the 
20th  April,  1818,  and  proceeded  thus:]  For  the  state- 
ment at  the  conclusion  of  this  document,  (t.  e,  Balguy^s 
letter),  as  to  the  engagement  of  the  money,  it  does  not 
appear  that  there  was  any  foundation  in  fact,  nor,  except 
the  plaintiff's  letter  of  January,  does  there  appear  to  have 
been  any  direction  or  authority  on  his  part  for  selling  the 
stock.  A  cheque,  however,  for  the  money  is  signed  as  well 
by  Mr.  Hurt  as  by  Mr.  Balguy ;  it  is  dated  the  21st  of 
April,  1818,  and  is  to  this  effect,  &c.  This  cheque  was,  in 
the  language  of  the  admissions,  "  afterwards  delivered  by 
Mr.  Balguy,^'  or  some  agent  of  his,  to  the  Derby  bankers. 
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who,  (in  the  lan^age  also  of  the  admissions),  ''afterwards         1841. 
paid  the  said  snm  of  S^^IG/.  IGs.  Sd.  to  or  on  accoiint  of  Beoadhvrst. 
the  said  B.  T.  Balgoy,  tipon  or  hy  virtne  of  several  cheques      ^   '- 
or  orders  drawA  hf  him/'     [His  Honor  read  the  cheques 
and  orders,  and  the  ecStresponding  entries  in  the  bankers' 
cash  note  ledger.] 

It  is  not  at  present  proved,  that  the  plaintiff  was  aware 
that  the  £500  placed  to  his  credit  by  Mr.  Balguy,  with 
whom  he  had  a  running  accoutit,  came  from  this  source, 
or  was  aware  of  the  mode  in  which  any  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  stock  was  applied.  The  whole  of  the  money, 
or  the  whole  except  the  £500,  appears  to  have  been  thus 
applied  for  Mr.  Balguy*s  own  purposes. 

That,  under  these  circumstances,  there  not  having  been 
any  intention  on  the  part  of  either  trustee  to  invest  the 
money  in  £S  per  Cents.,  (the  fund  mentioned  in  the  letter 
of  January),  and  there  not  having  been  any  other  invest- 
ment at  security,  in  fkct,  obtained  or  agreed  upon,  a  breach 
of  trust  was  committed  by  Mr.  Hurt  in  placing,  as  he  did, 
the  trust  fund  out  of  the  joint  control  of  himself  and  Mr. 
Balguy,  and  in  the  sole  power  of  the  latter,  without  any 
necessity  or  sufficient  reason,  cannot,  I  think,  be  doubted ; 
and  the  money  having  been  used  by  Mr.  Balguy  as  al- 
ready mentioned,  and  having  been  lost  by  his  bankruptcy, 
it  is,  I  conceive,  plain,  that,  supposing  there  to  be  nothing 
more  in  the  case,  Mr.  Hurt  must  in  this  cause  be  charged 
with  the  whole.  I  have  not  excepted  the  £600,  because, 
so  far  as  at  present  appears,  it  was  received  by  the  plaintiff 
as  a  general  cash  remittance  firom  Mr.  Balguy,  his  agent, 
without  any  reference  to  the  trust  property;  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  state  of  the  accounts  between  them  up  to 
the  80th  of  April,  1818,  inclusive,  was  such,  that,  if  a  ba- 
lance had  been  struck  at  the  close  of  that  day,  a  large 
sum,  (more,  namely,  than  £1000),  would  have  been  f6und 
due  firom  Mr.  Balguy  to  the  plaintiff. 

Had  Mr.  Hurt  executed  the  power  of  attorney  and 
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1841.  signed  the  joint  cheque  with  the  view  and  for  the  pur^^ 
Broaohurst  pose  of  eifecting  an  investment  conformably  to  the  trust, 
Balguy  ^^^  investment  having  been  actually  fixed  upon,  and 
the  due  completion  of  the  transaction  requiring  only  the 
transmission  of  the  money,  the  case  might  have  been 
different.  But  here,  as  I  have  said,  neither  trustee  ap- 
pears to  have  contemplated  an  investment  in  stock;  and 
had  the  case  been  otherwise,  the  course  taken  by  Mr. 
Hurt  was  not  required  by  necessity  or  convenience  for 
that  purpose.  The  security  suggested  by  Mr.  Balguy, 
in  his  letter  to  Mr.  Hurt,  having  been  imaginary  and  ficti- 
tious, the  deceit  so  practised  upon  him  does  not  form  a 
justification  for  him  as  between  him  and  the  cestui  que 
trust;  nor  can  it  be  forgotten  that  Mr.  Hurt  does  not 
appear,  after  signing  the  joint  cheque,  to  have  made  any 
inquiry  or  endeavour  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  what 
had  been  done  with  the  money. 

The  case  of  Hanbury  v.  Kirkland  (a),  before  Sir  Lancelot 
Shadiwell,  in  1829,  involved  a  point  in  some  degree  similar 
to  the  present,  and  was,  I  think,  rightly  decided  by  that 
learned  Judge  against  the  trustee.  The  prior  cases,  how- 
ever, of  Brice  v.  Stokes  (ft),  Langf6rd\.  Gascoiffne  (c).  Lard 
Skg^brook  v.  Lord  Hinchinbrook  (d),  and  Undertvood  v. 
Stevens  (e),  had  settled  the  law  on  the  subject;  to  which 
may  be  added  Clough  v.  Bond  (/),  before  Lord  Cottenham. 
Has,  then,  Mr.  Hurt's  liability  been  removed  as  between 
him  and  the  plaintiff  by  any  other  circumstances?  That  is 
the  point  of  difficulty,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  the  case.  If 
Mr.  Hurt  has  an  answer  to  Mr.  Broadhurst,  the  father,  he 
has  an  answer  to  this  suit ;  and,  upon  plain  principles  of 
justice,  principles  recognised  by  the  authorities,  to  some  of 
which  I  have  referred,  it  is  an  answer  to  him,  if,  know- 

(a)  3  Sim.  265.  (d)  Id.  252  ;  16  Ve«.  477. 

(6)  11  Ves.  319.  (e)  1  Mer.  712. 

(c)  Id.  333,  (/)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  490. 
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ing  that  the  stock  was  sold^  that  Mr.  Balguy  had  ac-         ir4U 
quired  the  sole  possession  of  the  proceeds^  and  that  they    ^"^    -^    ^ 
had  not  been  invested  conformably  to  the  trusty  Mr.  Broad-  «. 

hurst  acquiesced  in  that  state  of  things,  and  dealt  with 
Mr.  Balguy  alone,  for  a  series  of  years,  as  his  debtor, 
without  any  reference  to  Mr.  Hurt,  and  without  giving 
any  notice,  or  making  any  complaint  or  communication 
to  him  on  the  subject. 

This  is  the  case  which,  in  substance,  the  latter  has  set 
up,  and  with  reference  to  which  a  portion  of  the  evidence 
in  the  cause  has  been  adduced.  Before  referring  to  that 
portion  of  the  evidence,  I  may  notice  that,  in  1829,  or 
1880,  all  connexion  and  communication  between  the  plain- 
tiff and  Mr.  Balguy  appear  to  have  ceased ;  that  no  income 
in  respect  of  the  trust  fund  appears  to  have  been  paid  or 
credited  to  the  plaintiff  after  1880,  and  that  there  is  not 
any  trace  of  any  application  or  communication  to  his  bro- 
ther-in-law, Mr.  Hurt,  on  the  subject,  between  the  20th  of 
April,  1818,  and  the  4th  of  November,  1837,  the  bill  not 
having  been  filed  before  1888. 

Upon  this  evidence,  as  it  stands,  if  it  were  full  and 
satisfactory,  or  if  there  were  not  any  reasonable  prospect 
of  adding  usefully  to  it,  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the 
Court  now  to  decide  tins  case  in  the  best  manner  within 
its  power.  But  if,  as  I  think,  the  evidence  is  not  at  pre- 
sent fiill  and  entirely  satisfactory,  and  if,  as  I  also  think, 
there  is  a  reasonable  prospect  of  adding  materially  to  it,  it 
is  then  incumbent  on  the  Court  to  direct  further  inquiry. 

One  point  is,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  established  now, 
namely,  that  before  the  year  1821  the  plaintiff  was  aware 
that  the  stock  had  been  sold.  He  had,  in  January,  1818, 
by  the  letter  of  that  date,  directed  or  expressed  a  wish  for 
the  sale.  That  letter  is  not  suggested  to  have  been  coun- 
termanded. The  Account  A.,  which  was  in  his  possession 
before  1821,  has  been  admitted  on  all  hands,  by  the  £3200 
mentioned  in  it,  to  have  meant  the  stock  in  question  or  the 
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184L        produce  of  its  donversioiij  and^  notwithstanding  tlie  er- 
Broaohoebt   'oneous  date  of  20th  Aprils  1812, 1  am  perfectly  satisfied 
«•  that  the  plaintiff  was,  in  the  year  1830,  well  aware  that 

such  was  the  meaning.  It  has  not  been  attempted  to  be 
shewn  that  there  was  any  other  fnnd  to  which  the  entry, 
containing  that  date,  or  the  other  entries  connected  with 
it  in  the  Account  A.,  could  have  applied,  or  could  hare 
been  considered  by  the  plaintiff  as  applying.  The  d^vi* 
deads  on  thd  stack  had,  up  to  JjmuaTy,  1818,  incfaiaive, 
been  received  by  his  bankers  on  his  account,  either  from 
the  trustees,  or  uoider  their  authority.  But  he  has  no  snb^ 
sequent  credit  with  Messrs.  Smith  ft  Co*  for  any  ^dividend, 
althongh  ikej  continued  Us  bankers  up  to  May>  1819; 
to  which  the  remark  miiy  be  added,  that  Ms.  biH  is  amended 
more  than  eleven  mouths  after  it  was  filed,  and,  as  it  now 
stands,  contains  an  .allegation  that  the  plaintiff  had.juvt 
any  suspicion  that  the  proceeds  of  the  stock  had  not  been 
invested  in  £8  per  Cents,  until  on  or  about  the  21st  August, 
1837,  when  he  Amcovered  that  fact,  and  a  charge  that  it 
was  in  pursuance  of  the  letter  of  the  6th  January  ihat  the 
trustees  procured  the  stock  to  be  sold. 

Now,  taking  it  as  proved^  that  the  plaintiff  knew  in  the 
year  1820  that  the  stock  had  been  sold,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered that  he  Was  also  perfectly  well  aware  at  the  respec^ 
tive  times  of  the  deliveries  ot  the  Accounts  A.,  B.  and  C, 
in  Jilne,  1820,  February,  1822,  December,  1825,  and  March, 
1829,  that  the  various  entries  of  £80,  £160,  and  £128, 
for  interest  on  the  produce  of  stock  or  on  stock,  referred  to 
the  fiind  in  question.  These  entries  were  as  irregular  in 
amount  as  they  were  in  date,  except,  of  course,  as  £160 
y/ra^  the  amotint  of  a  year's  interest  at  £5  per  cent,  on 
£3200.  But  the  trust  ftand  was  £8000  £5  per  cents. 
The  first  reductioli  of  that  stock  was  in  1822,  when  the 
tarust  fund  would,  in  the  regular  course,  if  unsold,  have 
been  changed  into  £3000  sterling,  or  £8150  £4  per  Cents.^ 
which  latter  sum  irould,  in  1824,  have  been  converted  into 
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8  similar  sum  of  8^  per  Cents.    The  Account  C,  rendered        1641. 
in  March^  1829,  contains  three  entries  of  £128  each,  for   ^^j^^jj^ 
interest  on  stock,  although  in  April,  1828,  Balguj,  in  a  «- 

letter  to  the  plaintiff,  with  reference  to  the  trust  fund, 
expressed  himself  thus: — '^I  have  no  doubt  Mr.  Hurt  will 
consent  to  the  money  being  lent  you;  but  as  it  is  now  out 
on  mortgage,  I  think  he  will  expect  to  haye  the  same 
security .''  What,  if  any,  answer  to  this,  or  observation 
upon  this  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  does  not  appear,  al- 
though, it  being  his  case  in  the  suit  that  he  had  never 
authorised  any  mortgage,  he  makes  in  the  bill  the  allega- 
tion respecting  the  discovery  of  August,  1837,  which  I 
have  just  noticed.  Adding  to  these  circumstances  the 
fact,  that  the  plaintiff  appears  not  to  have  been  in  great 
affluence,  and  that,  from  the  year  1817  to  the  year  1830, 
Balguy  was  his  professional  adviser  and  agent,  and  on 
terms  of  intimacy  with  him,  I  find  myself  unable  at  pre- 
sent to  believe  that  the  Court  is  in  possession  of  all  that 
has  passed,  whether  orally  or  in  writing,  between  them 
on  the  subject  under  consideration.  I  think  that  more, 
materially  more,  must  have  passed.  I  think  that  there 
not  having  been  a  cross  bill,  and  Balguy,  who  has,  I  am 
informed,  obtained  his  certificate,  not  having  been  exa- 
mined by  either  party  as  a  witness,  a  reasonable  proba- 
bility exists  of  arriving  at  the  knowledge,  to  some  ex- 
tent at  least,  of  what  did  pass;  and  I  have  therefore  con- 
cluded it  to  be  my  duty  to  pause,  and  not  decide  this  case 
on  the  materials,  neither  abundant  nor  satisfactory,  which 
the  cause,  as  to  this  part  of  it,  now  contains,  without  ex- 
hausting such  means  of  obtaining  farther  light  as  the 
powers  of  the  Court  afford.  I  may  ultimately  be  under 
the  necessity  of  deciding  without  additional  materials.  In 
that  case  I  will  address  myself  to  the  duty  as  I  best  may; 
but  at  present  I  am  satisfied  that  the  course  most  fit  to  be 
taken  by  me  is  to  direct  further  inquiry. 
Much  has  been  ably  said  in  the  argument  upon  the 
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V. 

Balouy. 


1841.  subject  of  time.  This  is  a  case  in  whieh  the  length  of 
BftOAOHUBST  ^^^  ^^^  elapsed  between  the  period  when  the  demand 
arose^  and  the  institution  of  the  suit^  does  not  form  any 
positive  bar.  Great  effect  may  be  justly  due  to  it  as  a 
circumstance  in  the  case.  What  effect^  if  any^  may  be 
due  to  it^  I  shall  be  better  able  to  judge  when  the  in- 
quiries directed  shall  have  been  answered  by  the  Master. 
The  points  of  acquiescence  and  laches  will  be  fully  open 
on  further  directions. 


Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire,  &c.,  when  first  the  plaintiff  knew  or 
had  notice  that  the  stock  was  sold ;  when  first  he  knew  or  had  notice  that 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  or  any  and  what  part  of  them,  had  not  been 
invested  conformably  to  the  trust ;  and  when  first  he  knew  or  had  notice 
that  those  proceeds,  or  any  and  what  parts  of  them,  were  in  the  hands, 
possession,  or  power  of  Balguy  solely ;  and  whether  the  plaintiff  ever,  and 
when,  consented  or  agreed  thereto.  Let  the  Master  state  all  dealings  and 
transactions,  subsequent  to  the  year  1817,  that  have  taken  place  between 
the  plaintiffand  Balguy  concerning  or  comprising  or  having  reference  to  the 
trust  fund  or  its  produce,  &c.  Let  the  Master  inquire  whether  Balguy 
has  obtained  his  certificate,  &c. ;  and,  if  it  shall  appear  that  it  has  been 
obtained  and  allowed,  let  the  plaintiffand  the  defendant  Hurt  respectively 
be  at  liberty  to  examine  Balguy  as  a  witness  upon  the  reference,  in  the 
same  manner  as  if  Balguy  had  not  been  a  party  to  the  cause,  &c.  Liberty 
to  state  special  circumstances^  &c.    Liberty  to  apply,  &c. 
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1841. 


HE  bill  was  filed  by  tlie  plaintiflF  against  the  defendant,  On  a  biU  filed 
Sarah  Hayward,  as  the  executrix  of  the  will  of  James  Hay-  cutrUfw  pay- 
ward,  deceased,  her  late  husband,  praying  payment  to  the  thcdcfenST' 
plaintiff  of  a  legacy  of  £50  bequeathed  to  him  by  the  ^  ^5«^  anawcr, 

testator.  bat  insisted, 

The  defendant,  by  her  answer,  averred  as  follows : — "And  drouiMti^a* 
this  defendant  further  saith,  she  admits  it  to  be  true  that  f?™,^.^?^.^ 

'  answer,  sne  bad 

she  hath  possessed  herself  of  the  personal  estate  and  effects  v^^  ^^  legacy: 

of  the  said  testator,  to  a  considerable  amount,  and  much  the  plaintiff  had 

more  than  sufficient,  to  answer  and  satisfy  all  the  said  tes-  uiepassagrof 

tator's  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  ^hi^^r«L. 

and  the  legacies  given  by  his  said  will* ;  and  she,  the  said  mitted  assets, 

defendant,  hath  thereout  paid  all  the  said  testator's  debts,  the  passage  as 

and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  several  ^c^i*^^.'  ^^ 

legacies  given  and  bequeathed  by  the  said  testator's  will,      Where  mat- 
ters are  stated 
including  therein  the  said  legacy  of  jE50  bequeathed  to  the  by  the  answer 

said  complainant,  and  which  said  legacy  this  defendant  p«t  in  evidence, 

denies  that  she  hath  wholly  neglected  or  refused  to  pay,  ^trtion^^th^" 

inasmuch  as  this  defendant  submits,  that,  under  the  cir-  Court  to  direct 

inquiries  as  to 

cumstances  herein  mentioned,  she  has  fully  paid  and  satis-  these  matters 
fied  the  full  amount  of  the  said  legacy/'    The  defendant  ^^^    ^    **" 
then  stated,  that  the  testator  died  seised  in  fee  of  certain      ^  wttled 

'  account,  sug- 

freehold  messuages  and  lands  at  Pembridge,  in  the  county  gestedby  the 
of  Hereford,  which  he  devised  to  the  defendant  for  life,  proved',  is  nsu- 
with  remainder  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  her  nephew,  in  ^in^^J*^*^ 
fee.    That  at  the  death  of  the  testator  there  was  a  mort-  ^ 

gage  of  £50  on  the  premises,  with  an  arrear  of  interest,  /V**^*  ^ ^ 

and  that  the  messuages  were  much  out  of  repair.  That  it 
was  agreed  between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  that  the 
mortgage  should  be  paid  off,  and  the  premises  repaired, 
and  that  the  plaintiff's  legacy  of  £50  should  be  applied  in 
part  payment  of  those  expenses.  That  this  was  accord- 
ingly done ;  the  residue  of  the  expenses  amounting  to  be- 
tween £400  and  £500  being  paid  by  the  defendant.    That 
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184h  for  some  years  after  the  death  of  the  testator^  which  took 
place  in  1818^  the  defendant  had  maintained  him  at  her 
own  expense ;  that  she  had  also  assisted  him  in  stocking  a 
farm^  and  had  relieved  him  of  difficulties  by  loans  of  money 
since  the  occupation  of  the  farm^  and  that^  on  the  farming 
account^  there  was  due  to  her  upwards  of  £92;  and  under 
these  circumstances^  she  insisted  on  a  set-off  against  any 
claims  to  be  made  upon  her  by  the  plaintiff. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause^  Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  RoU 
for  the  plaintiff^  in  order  to  shew  the  defendant's  admission 
of  assets,  read  the  passage  in  the  answer  above  transcribed 
as  far  as  the  asterisk. 

Mr.  RomiUy,  for  the  defendant,  contended,  that  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  were  bound  to  read  the  remainder  of  the 
passage;  it  being  connected  with  the  former  part,  and 
amounting  to  an  averment,  that  the  legacy  was  paid  under 
the  circumstances  specially  mentioned. 

The  Yice-Chancbllob. — I  think  that  there  is  not  such  a 
connection  between  the  passages  as  to  render  it  necessary 
to  read  the  latter  with  the  former.  The  passage  which  has 
been  read  only  relates  to  the  amount  of  the  assets.  It 
shews  the  property  to  be  enough.  The  mode  in  which  the 
property  has  been  distributed  is  a  totally  distinct  question. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  then  submitted  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  an  immediate  decree  for  payment  of  the 
legacy. 

Mr.  RomUly  insisted  that,  under  the  circumstances  stated 
in  the  answer,  though  there  was  no  evidence,  he  was  en- 
titled to  resist  payment  in  the  first  instance  and  to  have 
an  inquiry  before  the  Master.  [7%c  Vice- Chancellor. — If 
an  inquiry  is  directed,  it  must  be  ascertained  whether  the 
mortgage  was  the  testator's  debt  or  not.  If  it  was  the 
testator's  debt  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  right  to  have  it 
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paid  out  of  the  testator's  personal  estate.  Looking  at  the  an-         1841 . 
swer,  can  I  direct  immediate  payment  without  a  reference?]       *connop 

Mr.  Cooper^  in  reply. — The  course  as  to  inquiries  has  Hatward. 
generally  been  this — that  if  the  plaintiff  does  not^  by  his 
bill,  put  in  issue  a  matter  insisted  on  in  the  answer, 
there  an  inquiry  will  be  directed ;  but  if  the  bill,  with  a 
view  of  obtaining  an  immediate  decree,  puts  facts  in  issue, 
as  to  which  the  defendant  might  enter  into  evidence  at 
the  hearing,  then  an  inquiry  will  not  be  directed.  Hence 
it  has  been  usual,  when  matter  is  suggested  by  the  answer, 
to  amend  the  bill  by  putting  that  matter  in  issue,  so  as  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  establish  his  statement  by  evi- 
dence. 

The  Vice-Chancellor,  after  asking  whether  the  de- 
fendant was  willing  to  pay  the  money  into  Court,  and  re- 
ceiving an  answer  in  the  afSrmative,  said : — ^it  must  be  to 
a  certain  extent  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  whether 
matter  suggested  by  a  defendant  in  his  answer  is  a  fit  sub- 
ject for  inqiury  or  not.  There  is  no  universal  rule  on  the 
point.  Suppose  a  settled  account,  suggested  by  the  an- 
swer, but  not  proved;  I  believe  it  has  been  always  the 
rule  to  let  the  case  go  before  the  Master  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, with  a  direction  not  to  disturb  a  settled  ac- 
count, if  he  should  find  any,  but  with  liberty  to  surcharge 
and  falsify.  In  the  present  case  I  think  it  not  right  to 
refuse  the  opportunity  to  the  defendant  of  making  out  her 
case  if  she  can ;  subject,  of  course,  to  the  peril  of  costs, 
if  proved  wrong,  and  subject  to  paying  the  money  into 
Court.  If  her  statement  is  true,  it  would  be  monstrous 
to  make  her  pay  the  money. 

Upon  the  defendant  bringing  Uie  money  into  Court,  let  the  Master 
take  an  account  of  what  is  due  for  principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  the 
legacy,  and  let  him  state  whether  the  legacy  and  interest,  or  either,  and 
which  of  tliem,  have  or  has,  wholly  or  partially,  to  any  and  what  extent, 
been,  in  any  and  what  manner,  paid  or  satisfied;  with  liberty  to  state 
special  circumstances. 

d2 
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184L 


^<w.  IIM,  Seable  V.  Colt. 

By  an  ioden-  J)  Y  indentures  of  lease  and  release  dated  respectively  the 

tare,  dated  in 

April,  1810,  an  8th  and  9th  of  March^  1804,  being  the  settlement  made 

gnuQt2  toS.,  upon  the  marriage  of  Edward  Yaughan  Colt  and  Frances 

^Sd^te^Md  Martha,  his  wife,  certain  freehold  hereditaments  at  Bush- 

by  an  indenture  buTv,  in  the  countv  of  Stafford,  were  conveyed  to  Sir  John 

dated  in  April,  ^  ^ 

1820,  the  same  Dutton  Colt  and  John  Sayer,  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust, 
cha^^by  Oie  during  the  life  of  Mrs.  Colt,  to  pay  the  yearly  rents  and 
JJST^^'*** .  profits  thereof  to  such  person  or  persons,  and  to  and  for 
payable  to  A.  such  uses,  intents,  and  purposes,  in  such  shares  and  pro- 
was' void  for  portions,  and  subject  to  such  provisoes  and  agreements  as 
pwmcLonSl'  M'*-  ^^^*'  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  should  by  any 
bnt  until  the  note  or  writing  under  her  hand  direct,  and  for  want  of 

filing  of  the  biU  ,    ,.         .  ,  ,,      ^^  , 

it  had  been  such  direcuon,  to  pay  the  same  to  Mrs.  Colt  to  her  sepa- 

as^  vaUd  an-  ^^  ^^^^«    ^^  ^^^  Contained  no  clause  against  anticipa* 

miity,  Md  in  ^^^^ 


1821,  A.,  under  The  premisM  comprised  in  this  settlement  were  subject 
auiuitT  deed,  to  a  term  of  500  years,  created  by  an  indenture  of  mort- 
j;J2Si^*^i  gage,  bearing  date  the  27th  June,  1749,  which  term  after, 
receipt  of  the     wards  be(»me  vested  in  Bichard  Smith,  to  secure  the  re* 

rents  and  pro- 
fits of  the  esUte,  payment  to  him  of  dE400,  which  had  been  advanced  by  him 

in  un^Bturbed    at  the  request  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  to  pay  off  a  prior 

S:^,-'     mortgagee. 

death  in  1829, 

when  his  personal  representative  took  pofesession.  In  1835,  S.  died,  and  in  November,  1839, 
his  personal  repreaentative  filed  his  bill  to  set  aside  A.'s  annuity  and  to  eatabiish  his  own.  The 
bill  alleged  that  S.  had  received  payment  of  his  annuity  down  to  October,  1820,  and  that  A. 
had  obtained  possession  of  the  premises  under  misrepreeentatioB.  These  allegations,  however, 
were  not  proved  against  A.,  nor  was  it  proved  that  he  ever  bad  notice  of  S.'s  title,  but  the  allega- 
tion of  payment  was  admitted  by  the  grantors  of  the  annuity,  who  were  eo-defendants  with  A. 
in  the  suit.  Under  these  cureumataaoes,  and  considering  that  S.  had  never  been  in  possession 
of  the  property : — Held,  Ist.  That,  notwithstanding  the  infirmity  of  A.'s  title,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  by  his  bill.  2ndly.  That  he  was  not,  in  consequence  of  the 
admissions  of  A.'s  co-defendants,  entitled  to  any  inquiry  as  against  A.,  with  a  view  to  obviate 
the  effect  of  delay  in  filing  the  biU.  3rdly.  That  his  bill  must  l^  dismissed  with  costs  as  against 
A.,  on  the  ground  of  length  of  time. 

Courts  of  equity  will  give  effect  to  the  penal  clauses  of  the  Annuity  Acts,  not  merdy  in  ques- 
tions between  the  grantor  and  the  annuitant,  but  in  those  between  prior  and  subaequentannuitanta. 

The  construction  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  discussed  with  reference  to  the  right  of  the 
grantee  of  an  annuity  charged  on  land  to  take  proceedings  to  recover  his  annuity,  after  twenty 
years'  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  by  the  grantor,  punctual  payment  of  the 
annuity,  and  no  acknowledgment  in  writing  of  the  grantee's  title. 
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By  an  indenture  bearing  date  the  18th  Aprils  1810,  and  1841. 
made  between  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  of  the  first  part,  Andrew 
Searle  of  the  second  part,  and  James  Thorpe  of  the  third 
part,  redting  the  settkment,  and  that  Mrs«  Colt  had  con- 
tracted with  Searle  for  the  sale  to  him  of  an  annuity  of 
£122  for  h^  life,  at  £798,  and  had  agreed  to  charge  such 
annuity  on  the  premises,  it  was  witnessed,  that,  for  the 
consideiations  aforesaid,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  granted  and 
confirmed  an  annuity  of  £122,  to  be  charged  upon  and 
issuing  out  of  the  said  premises,  to  Searle,  his  execu- 
tors,  administrat<»«,  and  assigns,  during  the  lifis  of  Mrs* 
Colt;  and  for  securing  the  annuity,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt 
by  the  same  deed  demised,  and  Mrs.  Colt,  by  virtue  of  the 
power  given  to  her  by  the  settiiement,  appointed  the  pre- 
mises to  James  Thorpe,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  90  years,  if 
Mrs.  Colt  should  so  long  live.  The  deed  contained  the 
usual  powers  of  distress  and  entry  on  the  annuity  being 
in  arrear  twenty  one  days,  a  covenant  by  Mr«  Colt  with 
Searle,  for  due  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  power  to  the 
vendors  to  repurchase. 

A  memorial  of  this  annuity  was  duly  enrolled,  pursuant 
to  the  Act  of  Parliament. 

Some  years  after  this  transaction,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt 
agreed  with  Thomas  Abraham  to  grant  him  an  annuity 
for  £160  for  their  joint  lives,  and  £218  for  the  life  of  the 
survivor,  to  be  charged  upon  the  same  premises,  and  also 
upon  certain  leasehold  lands  of  Mrs.  Colt  at  Dilwin  in 
Herefordshire.  The  consideration  for  these  annuities  was 
to  be  £1600,  out  of  which  the  sums  of  £400,  snd  63/.  fo.  2^. 
interest  were  to  be  paid  to  Richard  Smith,  in  whom  the 
term  of  1749  was  vested,  and  who  was  thereupon  to  assign 
that  term  to  a  trustee  for  Abraham. 

This  agreement  with  Abraham  was  carried  into  execu- 
tion by  means  of  certain  indentures  dated  the  20th  of 
April,  1820.  By  one  of  these  instruments,  reciting  the 
agreement,  and  that  Abraham  had  by  the  direction  of  the 
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Colts^  paid  to  Bicbard  Smith  468/.  6».  2d.  in  discliarge  of 
all  principal  and  interest  due  on  his  security^  it  was  wit* 
nessed,  that^  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement^  and  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  463/.  6^.  2d.  so  paid  to  Smith, 
and  of  1136/.  IBs.  lOd.  paid  to  Colt,  such  two  sums  mak- 
ing together  £1600,  the  consideration  money  for  the  pur- 
chase of  the  said  annuities,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  thereby 
granted  to  Abraham,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  annui* 
ties  for  the  respective  times  before  mentioned,  charged 
upon  and  issuing  out  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
settlement,  and  also  the  premises  at  Dilwin;  and  they 
also  demised  to  Hoggins,  his  executors,  &c.,  for  the  term 
of  99  years,  all  the  aforesaid  premises  in  trust,  to  secure 
due  payment  of  the  said  annuities. 

The  indenture  of  even  date  with  the  last-mentioned  in- 
denture, was  made  between  Bichard  Smith  of  the  first 
part,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  of  the  second  part,  and  Thomas 
Sevan  of  the  third  part,  and  thereby,  after  reciting  Smith's 
mortgage  and  the  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  annuities 
to  Abraham,  Smith,  by  the  direction  of  Mr.  and  Mrs* 
Colt,  assigned  the  mortgaged  premises  to  Sevan,  upon 
trust,  for  better  securing  the  said  annuities,  and  subject 
thereto,  upon  trust,  for  securing  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  the 
repayment  of  the  said  sum  of  £400  so  paid  to  Smith,  and 
subject  thereto  to  attend  the  inheritance. 

In  the  month  of  September,  1821,  if  not  at  an  earlier 
period,  Thomas  Abraham  entered  into  possession  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  all  the  premises,  and  remained  in  un- 
disturbed possession  of  them  until  his  death,  which  hap- 
pened in  1829,  whereupon  his  administrator,  Robert  Abra- 
ham, entered  into  possession,  and  was  so  at  the  filing  of 
the  present  bill. 

In  1835,  Andrew  Searle  died  intestate,  and  thereupon 
letters  of  administration  of  his  personal  effects  were  granted 
to  Charles  Edward  Searle. 

John  Sayer,  the  co-trustee  with  Sir  John  D.  Colt,  of  the 
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marriage  settiement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Coltj  died  many  years        1841. 
sinee. 

Thoman  Sevan  died  some  years  since  intestate  and  in- 
solvent. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  on  the  8th  November^  1839, 
by  Charles  Edward  Searle  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  Sir 
Ji  D.  Colt,  and  Robert  Abraham.  It  alleged  that  Andrew 
Searle's  annuity  was  for  several  years  paid  by  the  defend* 
ant,  Edward  Yaughan  Colt,  but,  that  being  two  quarters 
in  arrear  on  the  18th  October,  1820,  Andrew  Searle,  on 
or  about  the  7th  November  following,  sued  out  execution 
against  the  said  E.  Y.  Colt,  for  the  same,  under  which  he 
was  taken  in  execution,  after  which  he  took  the  benefit 
of  the  Insolvent  Act,  and  was  discharged  in  1821.  That 
Andrew  Searle  was  not  able  to  obtain  payment  of  his  an- 
nuity out  of  the  Bushbury  estate,  inasmuch  as  upon 
afterwards  giving  notice  of  his  claim  to  the  tenants,  he 
discovered  the  subsequent  grant  of  the  annuities  to  Abra- 
ham, chargeable  upon  the  same  estate,  and  that  Abra- 
ham, by  the  form  of  his  memorial,  and  his  representa- 
tions to  the  tenants,  had  led  Searle  to  believe  that  he 
had  the  legal  right,  notwithstanding  Scarlets  priority. 
That,  under  colour  of  such  right,  Abraham  had  been  in 
receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  firom  April,  1820,  till  his 
death,  to  the  unjust  exclusion  of  Searle.  That  the  plain- 
tiff had  lately  discovered  that  Abraham's  annuities  were 
void,  by  reason  of  defects  in  memorial  of  them,  and  that 
no  memorial  of  the  indenture  of  assignment  of  the  20th 
April,  1820,  had  ever  been  inroUed. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  annuity  granted  to  Andrew 
Searle,  by  the  indenture  of  the  18th  Apnl,  1810,  might 
be  established  and  enforced,  and  the  arrears  paid;  and 
that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  indenture  of  the  20th 
April,  1820,  and  the  annuities  thereby  purported  to  have 
been  granted,  were  whoUy  void  by  reason  of  the  defects  in 
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1841.  the  memorial  thereof.  And  in  case  the  Conrt  should  be 
of  opinion  that  such  annuities  were  not  void^  then  that  it 
m^ht  be  declared^  that  the  indenture  of  assignment  of  the 
20th  Aprils  1820^  was  Toid^  for  want  of  a  due  inrolment 
of  a  memorial  thereof,  and  was  ineffectual  to  pass  the  500 
years  term;  and  that  the  rents  and  profits  having  been 
received  wrongfully  by  Thomas  Abraham,  his  representa- 
tative,  the  defendant  Robert  Abraham  might  be  decreed 
to  acoouDt  for  them  to  the  plaintiff;  that  Sir  J.  D.  C!olt 
might  execute  a  legal  demise  of  the  premises  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  ninety-nine  years,  and  that  the  plaintiff  might 
have  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage  term  of  500  years,  &c. 

The  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  by  their  answer, 
admitted  the  allegations  in  the  bill  as  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintiff's  annuity,  the  execution  issued  against  the 
defendant,  Colt,  for  two  quarters'  arrears,  and  his  subse- 
quent insolvency. 

The  defendant,  Abraham,  by  his  answer,  stated,  that  he 
was  unable  to  answer  as  to  his  belief  whether  any  pay* 
ments  had  ever  been  made  to  Andrew  Searle  on  account 
of  his  annuity,  or  whether  he  had  ever  been  unable  to 
obtain  payment,  but  he  believed  he  had  never  obtained 
or  attempted  to  obtain  pa}rment  of  it  as  stated  in  the  bill. 
He  stated  his  belief,  that  Thomas  Abraham  never  had 
notice  of  the  plaintiff's  incumbrance ;  and  insisted  that  he 
was  a  purchaser  for  valuable  consideration.  He  also  relied 
on  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  in  the  terms  which  will  be 
stated  in  the  judgment.  In  addition  to  his  title,  as  ad- 
mitted by  the  biU,  he  also  set  up  a  title  under  a  deed  of 
receivership  of  the  Bushbury  estate,  executed  by  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Colt  to  Richard  Smith  in  1807,  to  secure  payment  of 
interest  of  a  sum  of  £300,  secured  on  the  leaseholds  at 
DUwin,  which  receivership  was  assigned  by  Smith  to  Abra- 
ham in  September,  1821,  in  consideration  of  his  paying 
off  the  jgSOO. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
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The  plaintiff  &iled  to  prove  the  allegations  in  the  bill  1841. 

as  to  payment  of  his  annnity^  and  the  insolvency  of  the       "g,^ii.," 
defendant.  Mr.  Colt.  •• 

Cot.T 

The  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  did  not  appear. 

After  some  discussion,  in  the  course  of  which  the  cases 
of  Buekeridge  v.  FUght  {a),  Gibba  v.  Hooper  (b),  and  Ex 
parte  Mackreih  {c),  were  cited,  it  was  admitted  that  the 
memorial  of  Abraham^s  annuities  was  invalid,  by  reason  of 
an  insufficient  statement  as  to  the  number  of  witnesses. 

The  cause  then  proceeded. 

Mr.  SimpldMon,  Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Anderdon  for 
the  plaintiff. — It  being  indisputable  that  the  defendants 
annuity  is  void,  for  want  of  a  proper  memorial,  the  first 
question  is,  what  is  the  worth  of  the  deed  of  assignment  of 
April,  1820.  It  appears  that  the  term  of  600  years  was 
assigned  to  Sevan,  as  a  trustee  for  Abraham,  not  to  secure 
repayment  to  Abraham,  as  mortgagee,  of  the  money  paid 
by  him  to  Smith,  but  further  to  secure  to  him  due  pay- 
ment of  the  annuity,  and  subject  thereto  for  Colt  and  wife. 
The  consideration  for  that  assignment  formed  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  annuity.  It  is  impossible,  therefore, 
to  contend  that  this  deed  was  not  so  connected  with  the 
annuity  as  not  to  come  within  the  provisions  of  the  for- 
mer and  present  Annuity  Act.  Abraham's  interest  in  the 
term,  therefore,  not  being  that  of  a  mortgagee,  but  only 
that  of  an  annuitant,  it  follows,  that,  if  his  annuity  deed 
is  void,  the  deed  which  is  executed  as  an  additional  secu- 
rity for  the  annuity  is  equally  void.  It  is  void,  also,  as 
not  being  itself  inroUed.  \The  Vtce- Chancellor. — Is  the 
assignment  to  Sevan  void?]  Certainly  not:  and,  there-* 
foie,  the  plaintiff  calls  upon  the  Colts  to  procure  him  a 
legal  assignment  of  the  term  from  Sevan.  It  is  dear  that 
the  Colts  cannot  set  up  that  term  against  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  49.  (b)  9  Sim.  81.  (c)  2  East,  563. 
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1841.  No  notice  was  taken  of  it^  either  in  the  marriage  settle- 
ment^ or  the  deed  of  1810.  The  lands  were  conveyed  to 
the  trustees  of  the  settlement^  as  if  unincumbered. 

Then^as  to  the  question  of  laches^and  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations. There  are  several  cases  in  which  it  appears,  that 
nearly  20  years  had  elapsed  before  the  annuity  was  impeach- 
ed, and  yet  the  Court  entertained  jurisdiction :  Van  Broom  v. 
laoocs  (a),  Phillips  v.  Cmst  (6),  Ex  porie  Mackreth  (c).  [The 
Vice-Chancellor . — Do  you  allege  pernancy  and  enjoyment 
within  20  years?]  The  bill  contains  a  clear  allegation  to 
that  effect.  Whether  it  be  sufficiently  proved  is  a  question 
for  the  Court  to  determine.  Abraham  admits  that,  ante- 
cedently to  the  time  he  took  possession,  the  Colts  were  in 
possession.  The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether,  in  a  case 
in  which  Abraham  himself  took  possession  only  in  1821^ 
and,  consequently,  had  only  adverse  possession  since  that 
time,  he  is  at  liberty  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the 
stat.  8  &  4  Will,  4,  c.  27|  as  against  the  plaintiff.  He  can 
only  do  so  by  including  in  the  period  of  his  possession 
the  time  occupied  by  the.  Colts.  But  the  possession  of 
the  Colts  was  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff:  it  was  a 
mere  permissive  possession  of  the  rents  and  profits.  \The 
Vice -Chancellor.  —  What  evidence  is  there  as  against 
Abraham  that  the  Colts  paid  the  annuity  to  the  plain- 
tiff? The  admission  of  the  Colts  that  the  annuity  was 
paid  to  1820  would  be  no  evidence  against  Abraham.] 
Abraham  does  not  deny  the  payment.  He  says  he  does 
not  know  whether  the  annuity  was  paid  or  not.  \The 
Vice-Chancellor, — Was  not  that  sufficient  to  render  it 
incumbent  on  you  to  prove  payment  if  you  could?]  The 
Court  will  look  at  the  situation  of  the  parties.  The  pos- 
session of  the  mortgagors  was  not  adverse  to  the  plain- 
tiff:   Hall  x.Do€{d).     As  to  Abraham,  he  is  not  in   a 

(o)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  457.  (c)  2  East,  568. 

(b)  3  Rubs.  j|67.  (</)  6  B.  &  Aid.  687. 
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ritnation  to  set  np  adverse  possession  to  any  body;  having         184L 
no  title  whatever. 

At  the  dose  of  the  ailment  for  the  plaintiff,  The  Vice- 
Chancellory  with  reference  to  the  protection  which  the  de- 
fendant Abraham  claimed  under  the  mortgage  term  of  500 
years,  called  the  attention  of  counsel  to  the  case  of  Parry 
V.Wright  {a). 

On  the  following  day,  however,  his  Honour  suggested, 
that  the  main  question  for  the  consideration  of  Abraham's 
counsel  seemed  to  be,  whether  the  bill  should  be  dis- 
missed, or  the  plaintiff  be  allowed  an  inquiry,  with  a  view 
to  reheve  himself  from  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of 
Limitations. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Goodeve  for  the  defendant  Abraham. 
— ^The  first  question  is,  whether,  independently  of  time  and 
laches,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this  bill.  This 
is  a  bill,  not  by  the  grantor  of  the  annuity,  but  by  a  prior 
annuitant,  calling  upon  the  Court  to  declare  the  defendant's 
annuity  void.  But  it  never  was  intended  that  this  juris- 
diction should  be  exercised,  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  in 
favour  of  auy  person  but  the  grantor,  or  those  claiming 
under  him.  Courts  of  law  have  decided,  that  no  applica- 
tion should  be  made  to  them  under  the  annuity  acts, 
except  by  the  grantor:  Garroody.  Sanders {b).  And  the 
same  rule  must  extend  to  courts  of  equity.  The  object  of 
the  annuity  acts  was  to  protect  the  immediate  grantors,  by 
giving  them  the  means  of  referring  to  the  security,  and, 
under  certain  circumstances,  of  avoiding  it ;  but  this  pro- 
tection was  not  given  to  any  other  party. 

As  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  it  is  immaterial  whe- 
ther there  has  been  adverse  possession  or  not ;  and  in  fact, 

(a)  1  S.  &  S.  369;  5  Rubs.  142.  (6)  6  T.  R.  403. 
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1841.  the  statute  abolishes  the  doctrine  of  adverse  possession, 
except  in  reference  to  peculiar  cases,  mentioned  in  the 
15th  and  22nd  sections :  Nepean  v.  Doe  (a).  It  is  also 
immaterial  whether  there  has  been  a  receipt  of  this  an- 
nuity or  not.  Scarlets  right  to  reoorer  the  annuity  first 
accrued  in  1810,  when  the  instrument  creating  it  was  exe^ 
cuted.  Now  Searle  never  having  been  in  possession  or 
receipt  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  and  consequently  never 
having  been  dispossessed,  the  time  must  be  considered  to 
have  run  against  him  from  1810,  by  virtue  of  the  3rd 
section;  and  it  is  unimportant  in  that  view  of  the  case, 
whether  any  pajrments  were  made  to  him  or  not.  That  such 
is  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute,  is  evident  from 
Dforman  v.  JVyche  {b);  and  although  the  statute,  7  WilL  4  &  1 
Vici.  c.  28,  withdraws  mortgages  from  that  construction, 
yet  it  applies  to  that  species  of  incumbrance  only.  [7%^ 
Vke- Chancellor, — ^There  is  no  proof  here,  that  Searle  ever 
received  any  payment  at  any  time  whatever  in  respect  of 
the  annuity.] 

Independently  of  the  question  of  laches,  the  plaintiff 
has  no  priority.  Here  are  two  equal  incumbrancers.  The 
first  gives  no  notice  to  the  trustees  of  the  legal  estate, 
and  the  second  has  given  notice  by  entering  into  the 
receipts  of  the  rents  and  profits.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. 
—I  doubt  whether  you  can  be  treated  as  an  incum- 
brancer, within  the  meaning  of  the  rule,  the  Annuity 
Act  having  declared  your  annuity  void.]  Hie  defendant 
has  a  lien  for  his  purchase-money,  though  the  annuity 
be  void.  The  Court  would  not  interfere  to  set  aside  the 
annuity,  without  returning  to  the  defendant  his  principal 
and  interest,  and  the  bill  does  not  seek  to  prevent  it.  It 
may  indeed  be  contended,  that,  having  taken  the  mort- 
gage term,  he  has,  upon  the  principle  of  Toulmin  v.  Steere  {c) 
and  Parry  v.  Wright,  extinguished  his  mortgage  right; 

(a)  2  Mee.  &  Wek.  911.     (b)  9  Sim.  570.      (c)  3  Mer.  210. 
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bat^  admitting  that  to  be  so,  he  is  an  incambraneer  on  1841. 
the  fond  to  the  extent  of  £1600,  and  is  entitled  to  avail 
himself  of  all  legal  remedies  which  flow  out  of  that  situar 
tion.  In  addition,  howeyer,  to  the  term  of  600  years^  he 
has  another  charge  on  the  premises^  arising  out  of  the  re* 
ceiverahip. 

Lastly,  it  is  not  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  direct  an 
inquiry  at  the  instance  of  any  party,  who  has  not  laid 
some  ground  for  it:  Qmtuq^y.Haywiird  {a),Early.Pick€n{b). 
And  here  the  plaintiif  has  failed  to  prove  a  material  fiact 
in  his  case.  Besides*  he  has  no  merits  to  induce  the  Court 
to  do  any  thing  out  of  the  ordinary  course.  He  comes 
forward  at  a  late  period  to  avail  himself  of  a  highly  penal 
act  of  Parliament,  against  a  person  who  is  equally  a  pur-> 
chaser  for  value  with  himself.  Had  he  come  earlier,  the 
defendant,  Abraham,  might  have  had  an  opportunity  of 
bringing  an  action  against  his  solicitor  for  negligence  and 
breach  of  professional  duty  as  to  the  memorial.  Chan^frian 
Y.Bigby{c). 

Mr.  Parry  J  for  the  defendant  Sir  J.  D.  Colt. 

Mr.  Stmpkmson  in  reply. — This  is  not  an  application 
under  the  Annuity  Act ;  but  the  act  having  declared  the 
annuity  void,  the  bill  seeks  consequential  relief.  Admit* 
ting  that  the  plaintiff  may  not  have  a  right  to  have  the  an* 
waity  deed  delivered  up,  yet  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  bencr 
fit  of  the  term.  The  argument  on  the  other  side,  upon  the 
construction  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  goes  a  great 
deal  too  far.  It  is  said,  that  the  right  of  Searle  to  make 
an  entry  accrued  in  1810,  when  the  annuity  was  granted; 
and  that,  whether  an  adverse  possession  or  not  is  required 
under  the  statute,  Searle,  in  consequence  of  never  in  fact 

(a)  AnU,  p.  3^.  (i)  1  R.  &  M.  547. 

(«}  Tumi.  424  ;  1  R.  &  M.  539. 
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1841.  baying  been  in  possession^  must  be  barred  by  the  statute. 
'^'^  But  it  will  be  found  that  the  demise  to  Thorpe  was  to 
secure  better  payment  of  the  annuity,  and  there  was  no 
power  of  entry  in  Thorpe,  unless  the  annuity  were  in  ar- 
rear  twenty-one  days.  Therefore,  assuming  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  proved  payment  of  the  annuity  to  1821,  it  is  essential 
to  ascertain  at  what  times  and  under  what  circumstances 
this  annuity  was  paid.  The  possession,  which  would  be  a 
bar  under  the  statute,  has  not  taken  place.  It  is  impera- 
tive on  the  Court  to  inquire  whether  the  payments  proved 
against  Colt  and  wife  were  regularly  made,  and  were  made 
so  as  to  exclude  the  operation  of  the  2nd  and  8rd  sections 
of  the  statute.  The  argument  on  the  other  side,  goes  to 
the  extent,  that  if  there  has  been  payment  of  interest 
within  twenty  years,  yet  if  there  has  been  no  acknowledg-i 
ment  in  writing,  or  the  mortgagor  has  been  in  actual  pos* 
session  for  twenty  years,  the  mortgagee  is  barred  from 
filing  his  bill  of  foreclosure.  But  there  is  no  authority  for 
that  proposition,  except  the  bare  opinion  of  the  Court 
in  Dearman  v.  fVyche.  The  statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  28,  is 
merely  explanatory. 

Hov.  leik.  The  Vice-Chancellor. — In  this  case,  the  original  bill 
was  filed  on  the  8th  of  November,  1839,  and,  after  the  de- 
fendant Abraham's  first  answer,  was  amended,  under  an  or- 
der dated  in  May,  1840. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  personal  representative  of  Andrew 
Searle,  who  was  a  gentleman  resident  in  Norfolk,  and  died 
in  the  year  1885.  He  sues  in  that  character  as  an  equita- 
ble incumbrancer  on  the  life  estate  of  the  defendant,  Mrs. 
Colt,  in  a  messuage  and  lands  at  Bushbury  in  Stafford- 
shire, that  life-estate  being  an  equitable  interest  derived 
under  her  marriage-settlement,  dated  in  the  year  1804,  by 
which  she  conveyed  this  property,  previously  her  own,  so 
as  to  vest  it  in  certain  trustees  in  fee-simple,  upon  trust, 
for  her  separate  use  for  her  life,  and  after  her  death,  for 
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Other  purposes.     Of  these  trustees,  the  defendant  Sir      ^1841^ 
John  Dutton  Colt  is  the  survivor,  and  in  him,  accordingly, 
the  legal  freehold  and  inheritance  are  vested. 

The  only  other  defendants  are  Edward  Yaughan  Colt, 
vrho  is  Mrs.  Coifs  husband,  and  Bobert  Abraham,  who  is 
the  personal  representative  of  Thomas  Abraham,  deceased. 

The  incumbrance,  under  which  the  plainti£f  claims,  is  a 
deed  of  the  18th  of  April,  1810,  by  which,  for  valuable 
consideration,  an  annuity  of  £122  per  annum  for  the  life 
of  Mrs.  Colt  was  granted  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  to  An* 
drew  Searle,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  and 
charged  by  her  on  her  life-estate  in  the  Bushbury  pro- 
perty; and  for  better  securing  it,  she  by  the  deed  ap- 
pointed to  James  Thorpe,  and  directed  the  trustee  or 
trustees  of  her  marriage  settlement  to  demise  to  him  the 
messuage  and  lands  in  question  for  a  term  of  99  years, 
upon  trust,  for  raising  and  paying  the  annuity.  To  this 
security  neither  Sir  John  Colt  nor  his  late  co-trustee,  Mr. 
Sayer,  was  a  party. 

The  object  of  the  suit  is,  to  make  available  the  incum- 
brance of  1810,  to  have  it  clothed  with  the  legal  estate, 
and  to  obtain  payment  of  the  annuity  and  its  arrears. 

The  bill  alleges  the  annuity  to  be  in  arrear  from  some 
time  in  the  year  1820,  if  not  &om  an  earlier  period  j  I  am 
not  sure  whether  the  expression  in  it  is  ^^two  years  in  arrear 
on  the  18th  October,  1820,^'  or  "two  quarters  in  arrear''  on 
that  day.  It  asks  a  receiver  of  the  rents  of  the  Bushbury 
estate,  and  impeaches  as  invalid  a  security  of  the  20th  of 
April,  1820,  claimed  by  the  defendant  Abraham,  and  asks 
an  account  against  him  of  the  rents  of  the  Bushbury  pro- 
perty for  a  long  series  of  past  years. 

To  the  demands  made  by  this  bill,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt, 
and  Sir  John  Colt,  have  not  either  wholly  or  partially 
offered  any  opposition.  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  did  not  ap- 
pear at  the  hearing.  Sir  John  Colt  did  appear,  but  as 
a  trustee  merely,  making  no  case.    The  contest  is  be- 
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1841. 


Sbaaui 

9. 

Colt. 


tween  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  Abraham^  whose  daima  are 
thus: — 

In  1820^  Thomas  Abraham  contracted  to  purchase  of 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  a  present  annuity  of  £160  per  annum^ 
and  a  further  deferred  annuity  for  her  life^  to  be  charged 
upon  certain  property,  including  her  life  interest  in  the 
Bushbury  estate.  This  contract  was  carried  or  in- 
tended to  be  carried  into  effect,  by  indentures  dated  the 
20th  April,  1820,  by  which,  for  a  price  agreed,  being  a 
valuable  consideration,  these  annuities  were  by  Mrs.  Colt 
granted  accordingly,  and  charged  on  her  life  interest  in 
the  Bushbury  estate.  Pairt  of  the  money  was,  by  arrange- 
ment, applied  in  paying  off  a  mortgage  on  that  property. 
Tested  in  Bichard  Smith,  which  was  prior  to  the  marriage 
settlement,  and  preceded  it  in  title.  The  mortgage  had 
been  by  demise  for  a  term  of  500  years,  carrying  with  it 
the  legal  estate  in  possession.  This  term.  Smith,  on  re- 
ceiving his  money,  assigned  by  one  of  the  deeds  of  1820 
to  Thomas  Bevan,  upon  trust  for  better  securing  Abra- 
ham's annuities,  and  subject  thereto,  upon  trust  for  secur- 
ing to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  the  re-payment  of  the  principal 
paid  to  Smith,  and  subject  thereto  to  attend  the  inherit- 
ance. This  transaction  required  for  its  validity,  the  inrol- 
ment  of  a  memorial  under  the  Annuity  Act  then  exist- 
ing, and  it  is  admitted,  that  there  was  not  any  proper  or 
sufficient  memorial  inrolled;  but  the  annuities  have  ne- 
vertheless been  uniformly  insisted  upon  by  the  Abrahams; 
nor,  except  this  suit,  does  there  appear  to  have  been  at 
any  time,  by  any  person,  any  attempt  to  impeach  their 
validity,  or  to  question  them.  Sir  John  Colt  was  not,  nor 
was  Mr.  Sayer,  a  party  to  either  of  these  deeds,  though 
they  were  intended  and  expressed  to  be  parties  to  one  of 
them. 

The  defendant,  Abraham,  also  claims  to  be  an  incum- 
brancer upon  Mrs.  Colt's  life  interest,  under  a  deed  of  re- 
oeivership,by  way(^  security,  alleged  to  have  been  executed 
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in  1807,  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt  to  Smith,  to  the  benefit  of  1841. 
whicli  it  is  alleged  that  in  1821,  by  means  of  a  deed  dated 
in  that  year,  Thomas  Abraham  became  entitled.  If  it  were 
material  to  consider  and  decide  npon  this  alleged  incum- 
brance, its  existence  and  validity  would  properly  form  the 
subject  of  inquiry — ^an  inquiry  however,  which,  for  the 
reasons  that  I  shall  state,  I  think  unnecessary. 

Neither  Sir  John  Colt  nor  Mr.  Sayer  was  a  party,  as  far 
as  appears,  to  the  alleged  security  of  1807,  or  to  the  trans- 
action of  1821. 

It  appears  that  in  the  year  1821,  if  not  earlier,  Thomas 
Abraham  took  possession  of  the  Bushbuiy  estate,  claiming 
under  all,  or  some,  or  one,  of  the  titles  to  which  I  have 
referred.  The  bill  states  that  he  received  the  rents  from 
and  after  the  date  of  the  20th  of  April,  1820,  until  his 
death.  The  answer  of  Bobert  Abraham  states  that,  upon 
the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1821,  or  shortly  thereafter, 
Thomas  Abraham,  as  the  defendant  has  been  informed 
and  believes,  took  possession,  and  continued  in  undis- 
turbed possession  to  his  death,  and  that  upon  his  death, 
the  defendant,  as  his  administrator,  entered  into  posses- 
sion, and  continued  undisturbed  in  such  possession  to  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill. 

These  facts  as  to  the  possession  of  the  Bushbuiy  estate, 
before  and  after  the  death  of  Thomas  Abraham,  which 
happened  in  1829,  are  not  in  dispute  between  these  par- 
ties; it  is  not  suggested  by  the  plaintiff,  nor  is  there  any 
trace  in  the  cause,  that  his  title,  or  that  of  Andrew  Searle, 
has  ever  been  admitted  or  recognised  by  either  of  the 
Abrahams,  or  that  any  payment  or  satisfaction  of  or  on 
account  of  the  plaintiff's  annuity  or  any  part  of  it,  has, 
at  any  time  since  the  year  1820,  been  made  by  any  party, 
or  in  any  manner,  or  that  the  plaintiff,  or  Andrew  Searle, 
has  ever  received  any  portion  of  the  rents,  or  had  any 
possession  by  himself  or  otherwise  of  the  Bushbuiy  estates. 

VOL.  I.  B  N,  c.  c. 
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184 1  •  Robert  Abraham  denies^  and  it  is  not  proved^  tbat  Thomas 

Abraham  ever  had  any  notice  of  Andrew  Searle's  title^  and 
his  first  answer,  among  other  things,  insists  thus : — ''  This 
defendant  insists  on  the  validity  of  the  said  annuities 
granted  to  the  said  Thomas  Abraham ;  and,  under  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  said  Thomas  Abraham  being  such  pur* 
chaser  thereof  without  notice  of  the  said  complainant's 
alleged  annuity  as  aforesaid,  this  defendant  insists  on  such 
purchase  in  bar  to  all  the  relief  sought  by  the  said  com- 
plainant's said  bill,  and  upon  the  benefit  of  the  term  in  the 
said  freehold  premises  so  assigned  to  the  said  Thomas 
Sevan,  as  a  trustee  for  the  said  Thomas  Abraham  as  afore- 
said, and  such  assignment  to  him  as  aforesaid.  And  if  thb 
Honorable  Court  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  same  an- 
nuities are  invalid  by  reason  of  such  default  of  the  me- 
morial thereof,  as  in  the  said  bill  alleged  or  otherwise, 
then  this  defendant  insists  upon  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions of  actions  and  suits  in  bar  to  all  the  same  relief;  and, 
at  all  events,  this  defendant  saith  that  the  complainant, 
as  well  as  the  said  Andrew  Searle,  through  whom  he 
alleges  himself  to  derive  his  title,  have  been  guilty  of  gross 
ladies  in  the  prosecution  of  the  claim  of  the  said  com- 
plainant ;  and  this  defendant  insists,  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances aforesaid,  no  relief  ought  now  to  be  afforded 
the  complainant  in  a  court  of  equity,  in  respect  of  any  of 
the  matters,  the  subject  of  this  suit.''  His  second  answer 
concludes  as  follows: — ''This  defendant  insists  on  the 
several  matters  insisted  on  by  him  in  hid  said  answer  to 
the  said  original  bill  in  bar  thereto,  and  in  bar  to  all  the 
relief  sought  by  the  said  complainant's  said  amended  bill." 
Now  this  state  of  the  pleadings  and  facts  is,  in  my  opin- 
ion, destructive  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  as  between  him 
and  Robert  Abraham ;  for  whatever  may  be  the  infirmi- 
ties of  Abraham's  title,  the  plaiutiff  must  succeed  by  the 
strength  of  his  own;  and  whether  the  case,  so  far  as  time 
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18  concerned^  be  considered  with  reference  to  statutory  li-        1841. 
mitation^  or  to  the  general  principles  of  equity  applicap- 
ble  to  laches  and  state  demands^  it  is,  I  thinks  impossible 
to  give  him  reUef. 

I  have  mentioned  the  year  1820,  but,  in  truth,  as  the 
endenee  stands  between  the  plaintiff  and  Abraham,  there 
is  not  the  least  ^oof,  that  at  any  time  whatsoever  Searle's 
annuity  was  wholly  or  partially  paid  or  recognised;  or 
that  his  security,  dated,  as  it  is,  in  1810,  has  ever  been 
treated  as  valid,  or  has  not  been  from  the  commencement 
a  dead  letter;  the  bill,  as  I  have  said,  not  having  been 
filed  until  November,  1889. 

It  has  been  urged,  that,  as  the  Colts  make  no  opposition, 
and  as  a  dismissal  of  the  bill  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Abraham  might  be  conclusive,   an  inquiry  ought  to  be 
directed,  with  a  view  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  him- 
self, if  he  can,  from  the  effect  of  the  defence  founded  on 
length  of  time.    The  Court  ought,  however,  to  be  cautious 
how  it  allows  the  case  of  one  defendant  to  be  prejudiced 
by  the  course  or  conduct  of  other  defendants  in  the  cause ; 
but  above  all,  it  ought  to  be  so,  when  th«*e  seems  a  good 
understanding  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  rest  of  the 
defendants.    Nor  should  it  be  forgotten  that  Thomas  Ab- 
raluun  took  and  paid  for  his  securities,  (whether  impeach- 
able or  valid),  without  notice  6i  the  title  now  set  up; 
that  they  have  not,  as  far  as  appears,  been  questioned  by 
any  other  person  than  the  plaintiff;  that  the  original  pur* 
chasers  of  the  plaintiff's  and  defendants  annuities  had 
both  died  before  the  bill  was  filed;  and  that  the  case  stated 
by  the  plaintiff  himself  in  that  bill,  is  one  not  only  not 
suggesting  any  reasonable  apology  for  the  time,  but  ad- 
mitting an  extent  of  delay,  probably  of  itself,  if  all  his 
allegations  were  proved,  entitling  this  defendant  to  be 
dismissed  from  the  suit.    These  allegations  are,  however, 
as  I  have  said,  not  proved,  and  I  am  on  the  whole,  of  opin- 
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1841.  ion^  that  I  should  not  be  doing  justice,  if  I  detained 
Mr.  Abraham  longer  before  the  Court;  he  must,  therefore, 
on  the  ground  of  length  of  time,  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

With  regard  to  Sir  John  Button  Colt,  I  think  that  the 
claims  of  Mr.  Abraham,  whether  well  or  ill  founded,  ren- 
der it  improper  for  me  now  to  direct  that  trustee  to  exe- 
cute a  demise  under  the  direction  contained  in  the  deed 
of  1810.  I  shall  therefore  dismiss  the  bill  against  Sir 
John  Colt,  and,  if  he  asks  it,  with  costs.  But,  as  a  state  of 
things  may  exist  in  which  hereafter  the  plaintiff  may  be 
entitled  to  call  for  such  a  demise,  I  think  that  the  dis- 
missal of  Sir  John  Colt  should  be  without  prejudice  to  a 
new  bill.  That  reservation,  however,  is  not  to  be  extended 
to  Mr.  Abraham. 

The  plaintiff  will,  as  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  if  there 
be  indeed  any  difference  between  them,  take  a  decree  in 
the  usual  way. 

The  questions  upon  the  defective  state  of  the  record  in 
respect  of  parties,  both  as  to  the  term  of  500  years,  and  as 
to  Thorpe,  the  trustee  of  Searle,  and  Hoggins,  the  trustee 
of  Abraham,  were,  during  the  argument,  waived  by  the 
parties  appearing,  each  of  whom  joined  in  requesting  the 
Court  that  the  cause  should  be  heard  and  decided  without 
additional  parties ;  and  to  this  application,  in  the  particular 
circumstance  of  the  case,  the  Court  considered  that  it 
might  properly  accede.  That  arrangement  of  course,  how- 
ever, does  not  affect  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Colt,  if  they  are  sub- 
stantially different  parties  from  the  plaintiff. 
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^  .„.  Nov,  13M. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  representatives  of  John  Allen   En(ric«inthe 

_         _         _        _  i  ^  -  .  i.  books  of  the 

for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  for  a  term  of  years  deceased  attor- 
created  by  the  defendant,  Wilmot,  in  certain  houses  at  f^dut  admit- 
aerkenweU,  by  an  indenture,  dated  the  2nd  May,  1825;  ^^^^i^ 
which  mortgage  was  duly  registered.    The  defendant,  W.  in  a  baiof  fore- 

closure,  to  prove 

Wright,  claimed  an  interest  in  the  same  premises  as  the  that  the  whole 
assignee  of  an  equitable  mortgage   by  deposit  of  title  K(3[^eott  p^^      "^ 
deeds,  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  Wilmot  to  one  Lang-  ^^i'!^''?^**     %^ 
don  in  February,  1821.    Langdon  having  become  bank-  wasnonsury;         ^ 
rapt  in  1830,  his  official  assignee,  George  John  Grraham,  thon^n^'        ^ 
was  made  a  party  to  this  suit.  j&ot^^^t. 

The  defendant,  Wright,  opposed  the  plaintiflPs  claim  onl  ^™y/_^^  ^^1^  tZ 
two  grounds — ^first,  that  Allen's  security  was  usurious,\  usuat  uiiimseTif**^***^''^ 
part  of  the  mortgage-money  having  been  retained  by  the  Bankrupt  fr-^/^- 
mortgagee;  secondly,  that  Allen  had  notice  of  the  defend-  ^^f*^J^*  ^i^^e 
anfs  incumbrance.  nessforapany  f^*/' 

cluimmg  an  in-  /  ■  Cr^*^  ■  «» 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing.  cambranoe  prior 

tothe  mortgage, 
to  shew  that  the 

Mr.  CwjMT  and  Mr.  JCbc,  for  the  plaintiflfs.  mortgagee  had 

"^  *  notice  of  such 

Incnmbrance, 

Mr.  Simpkmsan,  Mr.  Le  Neve  Faster,  and  Mr.  Bellamy,  ^^^^^""^^ 
for  the  several  defendants.  nets  to  shew 

that  the  mort- 
gage was  uauri- 

In  order  to  disprove  the  alleged  usury,  by  shewing  that  J^SJ^^^. 
the  whole  of  the  mortgage-money  had  been  paid  by  Allen  denoe,  in  the 
to  Wilmot,  the  plaintiff  s  counsel  gave  in  evidence  certain  would  be  to  dis- 
entries  in  the  books  of  Mr.  Keane,deceased,  who  was  the  soli-  tetefrom'aTOs- 
citor  of  Wilmot  at  the  time  of  the  mortgage,  which  were  f^^  liability  to 

f  ^^^  '  the  costs  of  Che 

to  the  effect  that  he^had  receivedLthsjaQne^fand  paid  it  suit. 

over  to  Wilmotj^  It  appeared,  that,  by  taking  these  items  signee,  dis-  **" 

into  the  account  between  Keane  and  Wilmot,  Keane  ap-  ^J^^^e*"" 

suit,  may  be 
dismissed  at  the 

hearing,  with  costs,  to  be  paid  to  him  by  the  plaintiff;  but  in  such  case  he  most  disclaim  o^- 

/ii/e/y,  either  by  his  answer  or  at  the  bar. 
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1841.        peared  to  be  to  a  slight  amount  a  creditor  of  Wilmot ;  by 
rejecting  them  he  was  his  debtor. 

This  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the  ground  that  it  went 
I  to  discharge  as  well  as  to  charge  Eeane. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  said,  that  that  made  no  differ- 
ence in  the  application  of  the  general  rule;  he  also  re- 
ferred to  Doe  d.  PattesaU  v.  Turford  (a).  He  received  the 
evidence. 

The  allegation  of  notice  in  the  answer  of  the  defendant, 
Wright,  was  in  these  terms : — ''That  the  said  John  Allen, 
at  the  time  he  took  the  mortgage,  had  actual  or  construc- 
tive notice  of  his,  the  defendant's  incumbrance.''  In  sup- 
port of  this  statement,  and  also  to  prove  the  usury,  the 
defendant,  Wright,  proposed  to  read  the  evidence  of  Wil- 
mot.  As  to  the  former  point,  Wihnot  stated  that  he  had 
given  notice  of  his  lien  or  equitable  mortgage  to  Clark, 
the  solicitor  of  Allen,  either  at  the  time  or  prior  to  Allen's 
advancing  the  money. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  objected: — First,  that  the  statement 
in  the  answer  was  not  sufficiently  specific  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  to  meet  it  by  evidence;  and  therefore  no  eviden 
could  be  read  in  support  of  it;— that  Wilmot's  evidence, 
however,  on  this  point  could  be  of  Kttle  weight,  inasmuch 

(a)  3  Bam.&  Ad.  890.    In  this  ment  of  a  fact  that  it  is  evidence, 

case,  Maule,  arguendo^  says — "En-  as  because  it  is  part  of  a  transaction 

tries  or  admissions  made  by  de-  which,  being  proved,  the  other  parts 

ceased  persons  are  admissible  to  are    presumed  from  it."     Upon 

prove  facts  not  ordinarily  proveable  which  Parity,  J.,  says — "I  agree 

by  hearsay,  in  two  cases  only ;  in  the  rule  laid  down ;  but  I  think 

first,  where  the  entry  or  declara-  that,  in  the  second  case,  a  neces- 

tion  is  against  the  interest  of  the  sary  and  invariable  connection  of 

party  making  it;  secondly,  where  facts  is  not  required  ;  it  is  enough 

it  is  made  in  the  regular  course  of  if  one  fact  is  ordinarily  and  usually 

business ;  but,  in  the  latter  case,  connected  with  the  other." 
it  is  not  so  much  by  way  of  state- 
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as  it  was  perfectly  consistent  with  mere  constructive  notice,         1841. 
which  was  not  sufficient  as  against  a  registered  mortgage. 
Secondly^  that  Wihnot's  evidence  was^  on  the  ground  of  in- 
terest^ inadmissible  to  prove  the  usury. 

The  YicE-CHANCBLLORy  upon  the  first  point,  said,  that 
though  the  statement  in  the  answer  was  general,  he  could 
not  say  that  the  defendant  was  precluded  from  giving  evi- 
dence either  of  actual  or  constructive  notice.  What  weight 
would  be  attached  to  such  evidence  was  another  question. 
As  to  the  other  point  he  was  of  opinion,  that  the  evidence 
of  Wilmot  was  receivable  to  prove  the  notice  to  Allen,  but 
not  to  prove  the  usury.  If  usury  were  not  proved,  the 
case  might  take  such  a  turn,  as  that  the  costs  of  the  suit 
might  be  thrown  on  Wilmot's  estate;  but  if  he  were 
allowed  to  prove  the  usury,  the  plaintiff's  bill  would  be 
dismissed,  and  no  costs  thrown  on  Wilmof  s  estate. 

After  The  Vtce-ChanceUor  had  decided  these  points, 
Mr.  Sin^kinsan  referred  to  Hughes  v.  Garner  (a),  as  being 
coincident  with  his  Honour's  decision  on  the  first  point. 

Mr.  Bellamy,  for  the  official  assignee,  then  asked  for  his 
costs;  citing  Woodward  v.  Haddon  (d),  and  Peake  v.  Gib' 
ban  (c).  In  answer  to  a  question  from  the  Court  whether 
his  client  disclaimed,  he  said  he  claimed  by  his  answer  no 
interest  other  than  such  interest,  as  official  assignee,  as  the 
Court  might  adjudge  to  him. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  said,  that  this  was  in  effect 
claiming  every  thing  which  by  possibility  he  could,  and 
that  if  he  did  not  disclaim  absolutely,  he  must  remain  be- 
fore the  Court;  but  if  he  disclaimed  absolutely  at  the  bar, 
he  could  have  his  costs  from  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Bdiamy  then  disclaimed  absolutely. 

(a)  2  Y.  &  C.  328,  571.     (6)  4  Sim.  606.     (c)  2  Russ.  &  M.  354. 
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1841. 

Miller  v,  Gow. 

Nov.  15th.  p 

Whereadoca-  V^'OUPLAND  and  Duncan^   commission  merchants  at 

^aenio^of  Liverpool,  made  it  part  of  the  usual  course  of  their  busi- 

the  defendant  is  ness,  to  induce  merchants  and  manufacturers  in  England 

produoed  and  , 

read  by  the  to  ship  goods  through  their  house  at  liverpool  to  Be- 

Larinff,iindera  mington  &  Co.  of  Bombay.    They  also  frequently  shipped 

foTSto  rodnc-  8P^^  ^^  *^®"^  ^^'^^  account  in  the  names  of  other  persons, 

tion,  thede-  In  the  couTse  of  these  transactions,  they  procured  Craw- 

fendant  will  not 

be  allowed  to  ford  &  Co.,  of  London,  to  advance  money  to  the  actual  or 

answer  any  nominal  shippers,  as  the  case  might  be,  on  the  security  of 

atoement  in  ^q  |,jiig  q{  lading,  and  of  the  policies  of  insurance  which 

explanation  or  ^'  * 

^oaiification  of  were  effected  on  the  goods.   On  the  29th  July,  1886,  Gk>w^ 

(exoeptaTto '  who  was  a  linen  factor  at  Manchester,  received  a  letter 

Su^bJrtthe  ^^  ^8  brother-in-law,  Eadie,  who  was  in  the  employ- 

Court,  if  iwces-  xncut  of  Duncau  &  Coupland  as  their  clerk  and  book" 

aary,  will  direct  ^  ^  j    v  •        j        -n       i.         • 

an  inquiry  on  keeper,  informing  him  that  he  had  shipped  to  Bombay,  in 


su  ject.  cto^g  name,  certain  goods,  for  which  (Jow  would  shortly 
yJr^u  s^2A  receive  £1100  in  bank  post  bills,  which  he  was  to  indorse 

and  transmit  to  him,  Eadie.  On  the  81st  July,  Gow  re- 
ceived the  dCllOO  in  bank  post  biUs  from  Crawford  &  Co., 
and  forthwith  indorsed  and  sent  the  bills  to  Eadie.  The 
goods  were  soon  afterwards  sent  to  Remington  &  Co.,  at 
Bombay,  and  in  November,  1836,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy 
issued  against  Coupland  &  Duncan. 

Bemington  &  Co.  received  the  goods,  sold  them,  and 
remitted  the  proceeds,  amounting  to  iSl828,  in  bills  of 
exchange  to  Crawford  &  Co.,  who  not  only  repaid  them- 
selves thereout  the  sum  of  £1100,  but  claimed  to  hold  the 
surplus  in  part  discharge  of  other  debts  due  to  them  from 
Coupland  &  Duncan. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  assignees  of  Coupland  &  Dan- 
can  against  Oow  and  Crawford  &  Co.,  praying  for  an  account 
of  the  surplus  proceeds  and  payment.  The  case  made  by  the 
bill  against  Gow  was,  not  only  that  he  was  the  party  legally 
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interested  in  the  goods ;  bnt  that^  althongh  he  was  ignorant  1841. 
of  the  nae  of  his  name  in  the  first  instance^  yet  he  subse- 
quently assented  to  it^  and  claimed  a  substantial  interest  in 
the  transaction^  by  chaiging  the  assignees  with  a  sum  for 
commissio  n^trouble^  and  risk;  and  that  he  had  refused 
to  assign  to  them,  without  payment  of  such  commission : 
for  which  reason,  as  they  contended,  he  was  liable  to  the 
costs  of  the  suit. 

The  bill  having  been  amended,  with  a  view  to  strengthen 
the  case  against  the  defendant  Gow,  he,  by  his  answer  to 
the  amended  bill,  stated,  that  having  heard,  since  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  Coupland  &  Duncan,  that  Messrs.  Remington 
&  Co.  intended  to  remit  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  in  cot- 
ton, and  being  apprehensive  that  the  liabilities  he  was 
under  by  reason  of  his  name  having  been  used,  might 
thereby  be  increased,  he,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  protecting 
himself  and  not  vrith  any  other  view,  wrote  and  prepared 
to  send  to  Bemington  &  C!o.,  a  letter  dated  the  24th  May, 
1837.  [Then  followed  the  letter,  verbatim,  in  which  he 
spoke  of  his  shipment,  and  stated  that  he  had  never  autho- 
rized any  remittance,  except  by  bills  at  the  best  exchange 
of  the  day,  and  that  he  repudiated  all  investments  in  cot- 
ton.] The  defendant  then  proceeded  to  state,  that  he  sent 
a  letter  to  Crawford  &  Co.,  dated  the  25th  of  May,  1837, 
by  which  he  informed  them  of  having  written  to  Beming- 
ton &  Co.,  and  in  which  he  inclosed  a  copy  of  his  letter 
of  the  24th  May.  He  then  stated,  that,  having  afterwards 
heard  that  Remington  &  Co.  had  abandoned  their  inten- 
tion of  remitting  the  proceeds  in  cotton,  he  did  not  send 
them  the  before-mentioned  letter  of  the  24th  of  May.  In 
a  subsequent  part  of  the  answer  he  alleged  as  follows : — 
''  And  this  defendant  says,  that  he  has  now  in  his  posses- 
sion or  power,  a  copy  of  his  said  letter,  dated  the  24th  day 
of  May,  1837,  and  addressed  but  not  sent  to  the  said 
Messrs.  Remington  &  Co.,  and  also  a  copy  of  this  defend- 
ant's said  other  letter  to  the  said  Messrs.  Crawford  &  Co. 
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1841.  bearing  date  the  25th  day  of  May^  1887,  to  which  last- 
mentioned  letter  a  coipy  of  the  said  letter  of  the  24th  of 
May,  1887,  was  annexed,  as  hereinbefore  in  that  behalf 
is  mentioned;  which  several  last-mentioned  letters  this 
defendant  has  hereinbefore  set  forth/^ 

Upon  the  admission  contained  in  this  paragraph,  the 
plaintiffs  moved  for  and  obtained  the  nsual  order  for  the 
production  of  the  copies,  &c.,  of  letters  of  the  24th  and 
26th  May,  1837. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  SwatiBion,  Mr.  Long^  and  Mr.  RoU,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkinaon,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  defendant  Grow. 

Mr.  Teed,  and  Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  defendants  Craw- 
ford &  Co. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel,  in  support  of  their  case  against 
Gow,  read  the  copy  of  the  letter  of  the  24th  May,  1837, 
which  had  been  produced  under  the  order. 

The  defendant  Oow's  counsel  contended,  that,  this  docu- 
ment being  read,  all  the  circumstances  mentioned  in  the 
answer  in  connexion  with  it  should  be  read ;  more  espe- 
cially as  the  clause  in  the  answer  in  which  the  possession 
was  admitted,  and  on  which  the  order  for  production  was 
founded,  specifically  referred  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  the  letter  was  written.  [The  Vice-chancellor. — Cer- 
tainly the  reference  is  carried  farther  than  usual.  There 
is  a  specific  reference  to  specific  circumstances  relating  to 
a  particular  document.  It  is  a  hard  state  of  things,  if 
the  defendant  is  not  to  be  allowed  to  explain  this  docu- 
ment, which  he  may  never  have  an  opportunity  of  explain- 
ing in  any  other  way ;  and  which,  in  fact,  he  has  explained 
in  his  answer.  But,  the  question  is,  whether  there  is  any 
distinction  in  principle  between  a  general  and  specific  re- 
ference.] 
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The  plaintiff's  counsel. — ^We  read  no  part  of  the  answer  1841. 
relating  to  this  document^  except  with  reference  to  the 
possession  of  it.  The  defendant^  therefore^  is  not  entitled 
to  read  any  passage  in  the  answer  relating  to  this  docu- 
ment, except  perhaps  such  as  may  qualify  the  possession 
or  right  of  production :  Taylor  v.  Salmon  (a). 

The  Yicb-Chancellob. — ^The  practice  at  law  is  clearly 
established,  that,  when  an  answer  is  used,  the  whole  must 
be  read.  It  is  different  in  this  Court;  but  the  rule  here 
is,  that  you  cannot  in  reading  seyer  parts  that  in  sub- 
stance are  connected  together*  When,  however,  a  docu- 
ment is  produced  from  the  custody  of  the  clerk  in  court, 
under  a  bill  for  relief,  the  plaintiff  is,  I  apprehend,  en- 
titled to  use  it,  without  reading  that  part  of  the  answer 
which  precedes  the  admission  of  the  possession  of  the 
document.  I  cannot  conceive  this  rule  to  be  likely  in 
any  case  to  produce  practical  inconvenience,  because  the 
Court  may  look  at  the  whole  answer,  if  not  as  evidence, 
yet  as  that  which  may  regulate  its  discretion  with  respect 
to  the  further  investigation  of  particular  facts.  I  shall 
not  break  through  the  general  rule  in  this  case,  but  shall 
admit  the  document  in  evidence,  simply  as  coming  out  of 
the  defendant's  possession.  The  defendant,  however,  will 
be  entitled  to  suggest  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court, 
as  fit  subjects  for  inquiry  at  least,  any  circumstances  affect- 
ing the  document,  which  may  appear  on  the  face  of  it  or 
are  stated  by  the  answer. 

(a)  3Myl.  &Cr.423. 
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1841. 

Btan  v.  Daniel. 
Nov.  I9th.       J 
Two  young  offi.  JOHN  Bourkc  Byan  and  Nicholas  Charles  Daniel,  being 

^^dh^^  ^^  *^e  Horse  Guards  in  1792,  drew  up  and  gave  to 
over  to  each       g^^jij  other  counter  memorandums  of  the  same  date  and 

other  certain 

documents,  by    form,  except  that  the  document  in  each  party's  respec- 
chi^ges^  real  tive  possession  contained  the  name  and  signature  of  the 
^r:T      other  party. 
jgioooinfeTouT      The  document  which  was  the  subject  of  the  present 

of  the  other,  in  •*  * 

caae  the  other     suit  was  in  the  following  form : — 
should  sundye 
him ;  the  in- 
ducement for  Brighton,  12/A  June,  1799. 
this  undertak- 
ing, as  express-      lu  case  I  die  before  John  Bourke  Ryan,  Esq.,  I  hereby 

strum«at,bc^g  charge  all  my  real  and  personal  property  with  the  sum  of 

^t  ^e  other     jgiooo,  to  be  paid  immediately  after  my  decease  by  my 

strument  of       exccutor,  he  having,  by  a  writing  of  the  same  date,  left  me 

even  date,  left       .  .  t    i_      u  •       i.  • 

the  writer  the     the  same  sum  in  case  1  should  survive  him. 
S^\S"^ter  (Signed)    Nicholas  Charles  Daniel. 

should  surriTc        Witness,  J.  Hoskings. 

him.    The  offi-  ' 

oers  soon  after- 
wards separate,        Sqq^  after  this  transaction  the  parties  separated,  and 
and  after  the  *^  r  ^ 

lapse  of  many    never  afterwards  met. 

G^l  ihe^-        In  1828,  Ryan  wrote  a  letter  to  Daniel  dated  the  18th 

SlfiSf^' Ae*    I>ecember  in  that  year,  in  the  following  terms : 

mode  of  canoel- 

tivdy  settled:-^  "  Dear  Sir, — There  exists  an  engagement  entered  into  by 
tek^  i^'con-  ^^^  ^^  ^7  possession,  &c.''  (describing  it) :  "  a  similar  con- 
sideration the     tract  you  possess.     I  would  either  cancel  this  undertaking, 

circumstances 

under  which  the  or  have  the  business  arranged  in  a  more  legal  form.  I 
wcremSSe?and  *"^8*  ^^  ^^Y  ^^®  several  years,  but  we  should  avoid  litiga- 
m  tt^^ ^  *^^^'     ^  ®^^  ^®  ^^  *^^^  *^  February,  when  the  matter 

ties,  the  sur- 
yivor  had  no 
purely  equitable  claim  which  he  could  enforce  against  the  estate  of  the  other. 

Qfuere,  whether  he  had  a  legal  claim,  and  whether,  if  legal  originally,  it  was  not  legally 
cancelled. 
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may  be  settled.    Your  answer  to  this  will  be  my  guide.         1841 
I  remain^  yoiirs^  &c.^  J.  B.  Ryan." 

In  answer  to  this  letter^  Daniel  wrote  a  letter  to  Ryan, 
dated  the  11th  January^  1829,  in  which  he  assured  Ryan 
that  he  was  equally  anxious  with  himself  to  put  an  end  to  the 
engagement,  and  deprecated  the  notion  of  their  respective 
executors  being  involved  in  litigation.  He  also  stated  that 
he  would  send  the  document  in  his  possession  to  his  solicitor 
in  town,  and  proposed  that  some  deed  of  relinquishment 
should  be  executed.  He  at  the  same  time  wrote  a  letter  to 
his  solicitor,  Mr.  Waterman,  in  which,  after  stating  what 
had  occurred,  he  expressed  himself  thus: — ''He  (i.  e. 
Ryan)  will  call  on  you  to  settle  a  deed  of  relinquishment. 
When  he  signs  his  part,  send  it  to  me,  and  I  will  sign 
mine.''  The  following  paragraph  was  added  by  way  of 
postscript.  ''  As  I  have  great  reliance  on  you,  I  send  you 
the  agreement,  which  you  may  give  him  on  getting  mine.'' 
The  document  was  inclosed  in  the  letter. 

Ryan  received  Daniel's  letter,  but  never  called  at  Mr. 
Waterman's  office,  and  nothing  further  took  place  between 
the  parties.  Daniel  died  in  May,  1838,  and  Ryan  in  De- 
cember, 1885. 

The  bill  was  filed  in  Trinity  Vacation,  1838,  by  Mary 
Ryan,  administratrix  with  the  will  annexed  of  John 
Bourke  Ryan,  against  Qeorge  R.  Daniel,  devisee  of  the 
real  estates  and  executor  of  Nicholas  Charles  Daniel, 
and  it  prayed  that  the  agreement  of  the  12th  June, 
1799,  might  be  specifically  performed,  and  that  the  sum 
of  £1000  thereby  secured,  might  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
out  of  Daniel's  estate.  The  defendant  admitted  assets, 
but  submitted  that  he  was  not  liable  to  pay  this  de- 
mand. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  Stephenson  for  the  plaintiff.— This 
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1841.  is  a  contract  which  ought  to  be  perfonued.  Supposing 
even  that  it  is  a  wager^  it  is  good  in  law^  unless  public 
policy  or  some  statute  renders  it  bad^  which  is  not  the  case 
here.  It  may^  indeed^  be  urged  that  these  documents  give 
an  interest  to  one  party  to  destroy  the  other,  but  the  same 
objection  might  be  made  to  a  settlement,  in  which  the 
most  important  interests  in  life  are  made  to  depend  oa 
such  contingencies.  No  one  doubts,  that  if  an  estate  is 
limited  to  A.,  with  remainder  to  B.,  but  if  B.  die  in  the 
lifetime  of  A.,  then  to  C,  the  remainder  to  C*  is  good« 
Agreements  to  divide  property,  which  may  come  to  persons 
on  a  contingency,  have  been  frequently  supported;  Weihered 
V.  Wethered  (a),  Hyde  v.  White  (4),  Harwood  v.  Tooke  (c), 
Beckley  v.  Newland  {d)^  and  that  wagers  may  be  legal  is 
evident  from  Husaey  v.  Crickett  (e).  Lord  March  v.  Pigot  (/), 
Good  V.  Ettiott{ff),  It  is  submitted,  that  the  agreement 
is  not  put  an  end  to  by  the  correspondence.  Both  par- 
ties wish  to  relinquish  it,  but  Daniel  wishes  to  do  so  in 
a  more  legal  form  than  is  suggested  by  the  other.  He  does 
not  accept  the  other's  terms,  that  is  to  say,  mutual  can- 
celment,  but  he  proposes  a  deed  of  relinquishment,  and 
directs  his  attorney  not  to  seek  out  the  other  party,  but  to 
wait  till  he  calls. 

The  Vice-Chancbllob.— If  a  legal  debt,  still  subsist- 
ing, was  created  by  this  document,  the  Court  might  be 
bound  to  give  effect  to  it;  but  I  am  not  satisfied  that  a 
legal  debt,  not  legally  extinguished,  was  created.  The 
question  then  is,  whether  this  is  such  a  demand  as  a  court 
of  equity  will  give  effect  to,  the  debt  not  being  legal.  I 
am  of  opinion  that  it  is  not. 

(a)  2  Sim.  183.  (e)  3  Camp.  168. 

(b)  5  Sim.  524.  (/)  5  Burr.  2602. 

(c)  2  Sim.  192.  (jr)  3  T.  R.  693. 

(d)  2  P.  W.  182. 
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The  doenments  bear  upon  the  face  of  them  ererjr  mark  1S41. 
of  improvidence.  Without  reference  to  change  of  dream'* 
stances^  marriage^  children^  or  diminution  of  fortune^  they 
were  executed  in  1799  by  gentlemen  in  the  army,  who 
afterwards  lost  sight  of  each  other.  It  is  a  remarkable 
drcomstance,  that^  in  each  of  these  papers,  the  word  "  left'' 
occurs.  I  am  not  satisfied  they  were  meant  as  contracts, 
in  the  legal  or  equitable  meaning  of  the  term.  Speaking 
as  a  lawyer,  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  instruments  were 
not  testamentary.  On  that,  however,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
give  an  opinion. 

liooking  at  the  drcumstances  of  the  case — ^the  time  of 
the  transaction,  the  age  of  the  parties,  and  the  condition 
in  society  in  which  these  gentlemen  stood,  and  looking  at 
their  oorreqpondence,  which  took  place  at  a  remote  time 
subsequently,  in  which  one  offers  to  relinquish  the  claim 
or  to  have  it  completed  in  legal  form,  and  the  other  ex- 
presses his  willingness  to  relinqui^  it,  I  think  it  impossible 
that  a  court  of  equity  can  treat  it  as  an  equitable  debt,  if 
it  is  not  a  legal  one.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  legal 
debt  not  legally  cancelled,  it  may  be  my  duty  to  give 
effect  to  it,  by  directing  payment  of  it  out  of  the  assets. 
I,  therefore,  propose,  subject  to  the  observations  of  the  de- 
fendaufs  oounsd,  to  retain  the  bill  for  twelve  months, 
with  liberty  to  the  plaintiff  to  bring  an  action. 

Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Wilcock,  for  the  defendant. — ^The 
bill  should  be  dismissed  with  costs.  If  this  document  is 
testamentary,  it  has  not  been  proved  as  such.  K  it  is  not 
testamentary,  it  is  in  form  either  a  wager,  or  a  contract 
for  a  life  insurance,  in  which  the  party  assuring  had  no  in- 
terest. But,  in  truth,  the  contract,  such  as  it  is,  is  at  an 
end;  for  Daniel's  answer  is  clear  as  to  his  intention,  that 
it  should  be  put  an  end  to,  and  the  other  says,  "  Your 
answer  shall  be  my  guide."    Supposing,  however,  the  con- 
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tract  not  to  be  at  end^  as  far  as  the  intentions  of  the  parties 
were  concerned^  the  question  will  be,  whether  it  is  con- 
sistent with  public  policy,  that  two  officers  should  wager 
the  life  of  one  against  that  of  the  other.  In  the  cases 
which  have  been  cited,  the  position  of  the  parties  was 
different.  The  Court  will  leave  the  party  to  her  legal 
remedy. 

Tbe  Vicb-Chancsllob. — ^I  have  said  that,  in  my  opin- 
ion, the  plaintiff,  unless  she  is  a  legal  creditor,  has  no 
equity.  But  a  legal  creditor,  proceeding  against  assets, 
has  a  right  here,  whether  the  assets  are  admitted  or  not, 
especially  where  the  instrument  purports  to  charge  the 
real  estate.  A  case  of  alleged  legal  debt  may  be  so  clear 
as  to  warrant  the  Court  in  acting  on  the  existence  or 
non-existence  of  the  debt,  as  matter  established.  On  the 
present  question  of  legal  debt  I  have  an  impression ;  but 
I  cannot  say  that  the  matter  is  so  perfectly  plain  and 
clear  as  to  warrant  me  in  disposing'  of  the  question,  as 
if  this  were  not  a  legal  debt.  I  do  not  think  I  can  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff  firom  establishing  her  debt  at  law,  if  she 
can. 

Rbtaim  the  bill  for  twelve  moDths,  with  liberty  to  bring  an  action  in  the 
usual  way.  And  if  the  plaintiff  shall  bring  an  action  witiiin  six  weeks 
from  this  day,  let  the  defendant,  for  the  purpose  of  such  action,  admit 
that  the  action  was  brought  on  the  day  the  bill  was  filed. 


I 
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1841. 
SCAWIN  r.  SCAWIN,  Nov,  19M. 

In  Febnuury«  1830,  a  joint  stock  banking  company  was  The  pwchaae 
fomed  at  York,  and  by  the  deed  of  settlement  it  was  pro-  ^JJ^^^'jofalt 
Tided  that  the  capital  should  consist  of  50iXX)  shares  oi  ttock  Unk,  in 

^  the  nMne  of  his 

£100  each,  and  that  no  person  should  hold  more  than  100  nm,  heid,aiider 
shares,  till  the  annual  meeting  in  1831,  at  which  time  the  ^,°^ta^' 
number  of  diares  tenable  by  each  share-holder  should  be  an*Jwicement 

''  for  the  ion. 

increased  to  200.    There  was  also  a  stipulation  that  the     ETidenoe  of 
number  of  shares  subscribed  for,  or  holden  by  each  holder,  coupled  with 
should  be  written  opposite  his  name,  and  a  certificate  deli-  "^^^  eHdence 
vered  to  him  as  to  the  number  of  shares  holden  by  him,  m  to  the  inten- 
which  should  be  eridence  of  the  number  of  shares  so  tatorbytheat- 
boldea  by  him.  JKl^ 

The  plaintiff  subscribed  100  shares  in  his  own  name, 
and  50  shares  in  the  name  of  his  son ;  and  he  paid  the 
deposits  and  calls,  not  only  on  the  100  shares,  but  the  50 
shares.    The  last  call  was  in  May,  1835. 

On  the  occasion  of  this  subscription,  the  certificates  of 
the  two  classes  of  shares  were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  he  received  the  dividends  on  both,  without  any  inter* 
ference  on  the  p«rt  of  the  son,  until  the  2nd  June,  1887. 
Soon  after  that  time  the  son  died,haring  made  his  will,  by 
which  he  ^pointed  his  wife,  the  defendant  Sarah  Scawin, 
his  executrix,  but  took  no  notice  of  the  shares. 

The  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  against  Sarah  Scawin  and  the 
bank,  praying  a  transfer  to  him  of  the  50  shares,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  purchased  by  the  plaintiff  in  the 
name  of  his  son,  in  the  character  of  trustee  for  the  plain* 
tiff. 

The  bill  put  in  issue,  and  the  plaintiff  proved  by  the 
evidence  of  his  daughters,  various  admissions  by  the  son, 
in  his  lifetime,  that  the  50  shares  were  not  his,  but  his  fa- 
ther's. 

The  defendant's  counsel  read  the  evidence  of  Barnes, 
VOL.  I.  p  N,  c.  c. 
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1841.  the  secretary  of  the  bank^  to  shew  that,  when  the  certifi- 
cates were  delivered  to  the  plaintiff,  no  direction  was  given 
by  the  son  that  the  dividends  should  be  paid  to  the  father. 
They  also  tendered  in  evidence — ^first,  a  simple  declaration 
by  the  son,  that  he  had  50  shares  in  the  York  bank,  and 
thought  he  could  not  mend  himself ;  Grey  v.  Grey  (a),  Sid- 
mouth  V.  Sidmouth  {b) ;  this  was  rejected :  secondly,  decla- 
rations to  the  same  effect,  accompanied  with  an  offer  of 
sale  of  the  shares;  this  was  received:  and  thirdly,  the 
evidence  of  the  attorney  who  made  the  son's  will,  stating 
the  testator^s  intention  to  bequeath  the  50  shares  with  the 
rest  of  his  property ;  this  was  received  with  some  hesita- 
tion. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Wilbraham,  for  the  plaintiff, 
contended,  that,  independently  of  the  admissions,  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  were  inconsistent  with  the  notion 
of  any  intended  advancement  to  the  son. ' 

Mr.  Swansion,  and  Mr.  Beales,  for  the  defendant,  Sarah 
Scawin. — ^The  purchase  of  the  shares  in  the  name  of  the 
son  was  presumptively  an  advancement,  and  the  payment 
of  the  calls,  and  the  possession  of  the  certificates  by  the 
father,  are  not  circumstances  sufiident  to  rebut  that  pre- 
sumption. The  payment  of  calls  was  merely  paying  the 
pric^  of  the  shares,  and  the  possession  of  the  certificates  is 
only  the  possession  of  the  title-deeds.  The  receipt  of  divi- 
dends has  the  same  legal  effect.  [The  Vice-Chancelhr— 
Upon  the  principle  laid  down  iuMerless  v.  FrankKn{c),  the 
receipt  of  dividends  by  the  father  is  a  circumstance  in  his  fa- 
vour, though  not  conclusive.]  The  question  here  is,  on 
which  side  the  weight  of  evidence  preponderates.  On  the 
side  of  the  plaintiff,  two  of  the  witnesses  are  his  daughters, 
who  may  become  entitled  to  receive  the  shares.     On  the 

(a)  2  Swanst  594  ;  see  2  Ves.  &  B.  52.         (b)  2  Beav.  449. 
(c)  1  Swanst.  13. 
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other  side^  the  witnesses  are  wholly  disinterested.  Besides^  1841. 
the  subsequent  declarations  and  subsequent  acts  in  fayour 
of  the  father^  will  not  give  the  father  a  title  which  he  had 
not  at  the  commencement  of  the  transaction.  Now^  here 
the  certificates  were  delivered  without  any  direction  on 
the  part  of  the  son.  On  the  other  hand^  in  Sidmouth  v. 
Sidmonih,  the  son  went  and  deUvered  the  dividends  to  the 
father,  and  the  Court,  in  its  judgment,  dwelt  very  much  on 
that  circumstance. 

Mr.  Wiihanij  for  the  bank. 

Mr.  Sin^kinson,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — If  I  decided  in  favour  of  the 
defendant,  I  should  hold  that  a  father  could  in  no  case 
make  his  son  a  trustee  for  him.  It  is  settled  that  a  pur- 
chase by  a  father  in  the  name  of  his  son,  is  primd  facie 
an  advancement  of  the  son.  The  presumption  is  so,  but 
of  course  this  presumption  may  be  rebutted.  The  father 
may  certainly,  even  in  cases  where  the  doctrine  of  ad- 
vancement is  held  to  take  place,  receive  the  title-deeds 
and  the  dividends;  but  although  those  circumstances 
may  exist  in  such  cases,  yet  they  are  circumstances  in 
favour  of  the  father,  especially  where  the  son  is  adult. 
Mr.  Swansion  ingeniously  calls  the  payment  of  calls  the 
price  of  the  shares ;  but  I  must  confess  I  think  the  sub- 
sequent payment  of  calls  carries  the  case  farther  than  the 
mere  payment  of  the  price  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  would 
do. 

Now,  what  is  the  evidence  on  the  other  side?  Nothing, 
except  that  the  son  quarrelled  with  the  father,  and  offered 
to  sell  the  property,  which  for  want  of  the  certificates  he 
could  not  have  done,  and,  further,  that  he  made  his  wiU 
intending  to  leave  the  shares  to  his  wife.  These  facta 
are  to  be  received  in  evidence,  no  doubt;  but  they  are 
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1841. 


not  of  equal  weight  with  faQta  pud  dedarations  againat 
hi9  own  interest]  and  although  general  declaratioBs  are 
not  altogether  satisfactory^  ap4  I  receive  them  with  great 
caution ;  yetj  when  I  look  at  the  pature  of  this  transaction^ 
and  the  amount  of  the  prqpertyj  it  is  impossible  for  me  to 
rtsfuse  to  give  credit  to  the  dedarationa  of  the  son^  which 
haye  been  proved  on  the  part  of  the  father;  and  there  is 
nothing,  in  my  opinion,  on  the  other  side  sufficient  to 
counteract  the  effect  of  those  declarations.  Therefore,  ac- 
cording to  the  known  law  on  the  subject,  I  think  it  quite 
consistent  with  the  positions  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  to 
say,  that  I  am  bound  in  this  case  to  hold  the  son  a  trustee 
for  the  &ther. 


His  Honor  afterwards  observed,  in  disposing  of  the  costs^ 
that  the  bank  Qeed  not  have  been  made  a  party. 


Nov,  20th,  Witty  v.  Marshall. 

William  witty,  by  his  win,  gave  all  his  personal 
estate  upon  certain  trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  his  two  sons, 
Nicholas  and  William,  and  directed  as  follows : — "  Whereas 

^omiMnamed  ^  ^^  de«irou8  that  my  said  sons,  Nicholas  and  William, 
and  all  other  such  children  as  my  wife  may  be  pregnant 
with  at  my  death,  should  be  educated  in  the  Eoman  Ca- 
tholic faith,  in  which  I  live,  and  which  X  beUeve  to  be  the 
true  faith ;  now  I  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  my  wife 
Jane  Witty,  and  my  brother  Richard  Witty,  and  Bobert 

nateiy  by  Ro-    Henry  Anderson,  to  be  the  guardians  of  my  said  children ; 

uiT^tnu^t    ^^^  I  iqjoin  the  said  Jane  Witty,  Richard  Witty,  and 

relatioiis,  with- 
out any  inter- 
ference on  the  part  of  thegnardiana,  till  he  waa  about  fifteen,  when  the  Proteatant  relation  with 
whom  he  liyed  died.  It  appeared,  that  he  had  been  brought  up  principally  as  a  Proteatant ; 
and  it  waa  alleged,  that  he  preferred  the  Proteatant  faith.  Ihe  Court,  under  the  special  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  undertook  to  see  the  infant  before  making  an  order  as  to  the  mode  of  his 
education  and  maintenance. 


A  father,  by 
will,  directed 
that  his  son 
should  be 
brought  up  by 


guardians,  in 
the  Roman 
CathoUc  fidth. 
The  fortune  left 
to  the  child  by 
the  father  waa 
Tery  small,  and 
he  waa  main- 
tained alter- 
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R.  H.  Anderson  to  cause  my  said  two  sons  to  be  eda^ted        1841. 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  faith/' 

The  testator  survived  his  son  Nicholas,  and  died  in  1837. 
His  son  William  was  bom  on  the  19th  June,  1826,  about 
a  year  befiire  his  fkther's  death.  After  his  father's  death, 
he  remained  under  the  care  of  his  mother,  who  was  a  Pro- 
testant, and  who  afterwards  married  a  Mr.  Sherwood,  until 
her  death,  which  took  place  in  18dl.  He  was  then  re- 
moved to  the  care  of  Mrs.  Conyers,  his  paternal  aunt,  a 
Roman  Catholi6,  and  remained  with  her  till  her  death  in 
1834,  when  he  was  t^en  into  the  family  of  Mr.  Dickon, 
his  maternal  grandfather,  who  was  a  Protestant,  and  con- 
tinued to  live  with  Mr.  Dickon  till  April,  1841,  when  Mr. 
Dickon  died. 

It  appeared  that  the  whole  property  which  the  infant 
William  Witty  was  entitled  to  under  his  father's  will, 
amounted  to  nb  more  than  £65.  Under  the  will  of  Mr. 
Dickon,  he  was  entitled  to  £2,000;  and,  under  that  of  his 
step-father,  Mr.  Sherwood,  lately  deceased,  to  £300. 

The  question  was,  in  what  religious  faith  the  infant  was 
to  be  brought  up,  regard  being  had  to  the  strict  injunctions 
contained  in  his  father's  will  on  the  one  hand,  and  the 
degree  of  education  which  he  had  already  received  on  the 
other  hand  ,*  and  it  was  suggested  that  consideration  should 
be  given  to  the  benefits  which  he  had  received  under  the 
wills  of  his  Protestant  relations,  compared  with  the  small 
amount  of  fortune  which  he  had  derived  from  his  father. 

With  respect  to  education,  it  did  not  appear  in  what 
manner  he  had  been  instructed  while  with  Mrs.  Conyers ; 
but  he  was  then  of  very  tender  years.  It  was,  however,  in 
evidence,  that,  while  at  Mr.  Dickon's,  he  read  the  Bible 
daily,  both  in  the  morning  and  the  evening,  to  his  aunt. 
Miss  Dickon,  the  daughter  of  Mr.  Dickon ;  and  was  in  the 
habit  of  going  with  her  occasionally  to  church,  and  at  other 
times  to  a  Presbyterian  chapel;  the  Dickons  being  nomin-* 
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1841.  ally  members  of  the  Church  of  England^  but  inclined  to 
Presbyterian  notions. 

It  appeared  that  Richard  Witty^  who  was  a  Soman  Ca- 
tholic^ never  interfered  in  the  guardianship^  and  died  some 
time  since.  Anderson,  who  was  also  a  Roman  Catholic^ 
took  no  part  in  the  education  of  his  ward^  until  after  the 
death  of  Mr.  Dickon,  and  the  occasion  of  Miss  Dickon's 
marriage  with  Mr.  Marshall,  when  that  lady,  having  pro- 
posed to  place  the  infant  at  school  with  a  clergyman  of  the 
Church  of  England,  Anderson,  as  the  surviving  testa- 
mentary guardian,  objected  to  the  plan. 

A  petition  was  now  presented  to  the  Court,  praying  a 
reference  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  particulars  of  the 
infant's  fortune,  and  to  settle  a  sum  for  his  maintenance, 
and  to  approve  of  a  proper  scheme  for  his  education.  On 
the  hearing  of  the  petition,  several  affidavits  were  read 
stating  the  above  facts.  It  was  also  stated  at  the  bar, 
that  the  infant  had  expressed  a  strong  desire  to  be  brought 
up  in  the  Protestant  faith. 

Mr.  Swansion,  and  Mr.  Cole,  for  the  petition,  contended, 
that  if  the  guardians  had  been  desirous  of  carrying  the 
father's  wishes  into  execution,  they  ought  to  have  taken 
earlier  steps  to  have  the  infant  brought  up  in  the  Roman 
Catholic  faith ;  that  though  no  doubt  the  Court  would  be 
anxious  to  attend  to  a  father's  wishes  as  to  the  education 
of  his  child,  yet  here  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  would  depend  on  another  principle,  namely,  regard 
to  the  party's  substantial  and  permanent  welfare ;  that  a 
change  of  faith,  at  the  age  at  which  the  infant  had  arrived, 
would  be  most  injurious  to  his  religious  and  moral  habits, 
and  might,  ultimately,  lay  the  foundation  of  scepticism ; 
and  that,  in  this  case,  though  the  infant  might  be  no  theo- 
logian, (and  it  was  not  probable  he  should  be  so),  yet  he 
was  evidently  a  person  of  determined  habits  and  principles ;  - 
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and  it  would  be  dangerous  to  attempt  to  shake  those  prin-        1841. 
ciples.    They  referred  to  Lyons  v.  Blenkin  (a\.    They  also 
commented  on  the  state  of  the  infantas  fortune. 

Mr.  SmythCj  for  Mrs.  Marshall. 

Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  James  Russell,  for  Mr.  Anderson. — 
The  degree  of  fortune  which  the  infant  may  have  firom 
certain  relations^  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  account  in  a 
question  of  this  nature.  In  Talbot  v.  Lord  Shrewsbury  {b), 
the  observations  of  Lord  Cottenham  on  that  subject  are 
very  pointed.  Mr.  Anderson  was  perfectly  justified  in 
not  interfering  in  the  education  of  the  infant  during  the 
lifetime  of  Mr.  Dickon;  for^  had  he  done  otherwise^  he 
might  have  been  the  means  of  injuring  the  temporal  pro- 
spects of  the  infant ;  and  he  might  fairly  consider  the  in- 
fant too  youngs  antecedently  to  the  present  time^  to  have 
Ms  attention  directed  to  the  peculiar  faith  which  he  was 
to  profess.  Mr.  Anderson^  however^  is  perfectly  willing  to 
leave  the  question  to  the  decision  of  the  Court. 

The  counsel  for  all  parties  expressed  a  wish^  that  the 
Vice-Chancellor  would  see  the  youth^  and  ascertain  firom 
him  personally^  what  his  inclinations  were  on  the  subject 
of  religious  faith. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — ^This  is  a  case  in  which  there 
must  be  a  reference  of  some  kind.  If  the  infant  has  a 
legal  guardian,  and  it  is  probable  he  has,  it  is  not  suggested 
that  any  other  person  than  Mr.  Anderson  fills  that  char- 
acter. The  infant's  surviving  parent,  and  who  was  one  of 
his  guardians,  appears  to  have  died  while  he  was  under 
six  years  of  age.  Whether  Richard  Witty,  the  other 
guardian,  was  or  was  not  living  at  that  time,  does  not 
appear;  but  he  is  now  dead,  and  it  is  not  suggested  that 

(a)  Jacob,  245.  {h)  Law  Journal,  N.  S.  Vol.  9,  p.  125. 
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1841.  he  ever  interfered  in  the  care  or  edacatiou  of  the  infant. 
As  to  Mr.  Anderson^  he  never  appears  till  this  year  to 
have  interested  himself  in  the  care  or  edocation  of  the 
infant;  and  the  will^  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  guardian- 
ship^ appears,  in  a  great  degree,  from  1881  to  the  death 
of  Mr.  Dickon,  to  have  been  practically  a  dead  letter. 
Neverthdess,  such  rights  and  powers  as  belong  to  the 
legal  guardianship,  may  yet  be  exercised  by  Mr.  Ander- 
son. If  he  is  still  the  legal  guardian,  there  is  no  reason 
to  suppose  he  has  deprived  himself  of  his  legal  rights  and 
powers.  In  a  case,  however,  in  which,  for  a  long  course 
of  years,  the  infant's  education  has  devolved  upon  others, 
without  the  interference  of  the  legal  guardian,  it  is  impos- 
sible to  say  that  there  are  not  grounds  for  a  i^erence,  espe- 
cially where  it  appears  that  the  person  of  the  infant  is  not  in 
the  guardian's  care.  That  a  reference,  therefore,  should  be 
directed  to  ascertain  who  is  the  legal  guardian  of  the  in- 
fant, is,  I  think,  clear. 

Upon  the  other  part  of  the  case,  the  course  which  has  been 
taken  is  unfortunate.  It  appears  that  the  father  of  the  infant, 
his  lawful  father,  was  a  Boman  Catholic.  Not  only  so,  but, 
by  his  wiU,  he  has  left  strict  injunctions  that  his  son  should 
be  educated  in  his  own  religion.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  all  who  had  the  care  of  the  in&nt 
to  cause  him  to  be  brought  up  in  his  father's  faith.  I 
am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  however  well  intentioned  the 
parties  might  be,  the  non-compliance  with  the  father's 
injunctions  was  a  breach  of  duty  both  towards  the  father 
and  the  infant  himself.  I  can  well  understand  the  motives 
of  Mr.  Anderson  in  not  having  come  forward  at  an  earlier 
period.  He  might  have  thought  that  his  doing  so  would  pos- 
sibly have  interfered  with  the  infant's  temporal  prospects. 
At  the  same  time  I  think,  that  he  might,  both  with  deli- 
cacy and  respect,  have  communicated  with  Mr.  Dickon, 
and  have  submitted  to  him  the  necessity  of  the  infant's 
being  brought  up  in  his  father's  religion.     On  the  other 
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handj  this  duty  was  equally  incumbent  on  the  relatives  of  1841 
the  mother.  I  see  no  reason  to  think^  that  they  were  not 
actuated  by  the  best  of  motives ;  but  the  relatives  of  the 
mother  did  not  keep  faith  irith  the  dead.  They  might  have 
brought  up  the  infant  in  the  religion  of  his  finther,  con- 
sistently with  kind  care  and  attention,  and  consistently  with 
his  residence  in  a  Protestant  fiuosily.  This,  however,  has 
not  been  done,  and  it  is  alleged  that  the  infant  has  been 
allowed  to  aarrive  at  tea  important  p<sriod  of  his  life  under 
Protestant  impx'essions. 

With  every  respect,  therefore,  for  what  may  be  allowed  to 
the  findings  and  wishes  of  the  father  on  so  important  a 
subjeot,  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  thiiEt  great  danger  to  the 
^pirikial  wdfiire,  and  to  the  moral  character  of  the  infant, 
may  arise,  (I  do  not  say  will  arise),  from  a  change  of  re- 
KgiouB  education.  On  this  ground,  and  this  ground  alone, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  pause.  Circumstances  may 
no  doubt  ocrar,  which  may  render  a  different  course  of  pro- 
ceeding necessary;  but  regularly,  and,  I  think, more  bene^ 
icsally,  these  matters  are  sent  to  the  Master's  Office.  The 
same  sort  of  questions  are  better  discussed  there,  and  with 
greater  care  for  the  feelings  of  the  &mily,  than  can  be 
secured  in  a  public  discussion.  Rarely  can  the  Court, 
with  propriety,  withdraw  such  questions  from  the  Master. 
I  cannot  help,  however,  seeing,  that  probably  the  matter 
will  ultimately  be  brought  back  to  the  Court,  whatever 
may  be  the  opinion  of  the  Master.  I  cannot  help  looking 
al  the  small  amount  of  the  infant's  property ;  and  I  am 
desirous,  if  possible,  to  save  expense.  Therefore,  as  I  under- 
stand that  it  is  the  wish  of  all  parties  that  I  should  see  and 
converse  with  the  infant,  I  shall  do  it  with  this  view,  namely, 
for  the  purpose  of  stating,  for  the  information  of  the  Master, 
but  not  necessarily  for  his  guidance,  the  impression  which 
may  have  been  made  on  the  Court,  (if  any  shall  be  made), 
as  to  the  proper  course  to  be  taken  with  reference  to  the 
religious  education  of  the  infant. 
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1841. 
Nov.  22nd.  JeLLICOE  V.  PrICE. 

Inaniitagdiiit  XHE  defendant,  a  solicitor,  had  been  for  many  years 
CoQitv^^,  trustee,  receiver  of  rents,  and  agent  for  a  Mrs.  Scott ;  and 
at  the  hiring  ^jjg  \^^  ^^g  fije^  against  him  by  the  personal  representa- 
extreme  caae),  tive  of  Mrs.  Scott,  praying  accounts,  and  that  he  might  be 
of  the  oMte^  charged  as  for  wilful  default, 
^fw^^emre      ^^®  defendant  by  his  answer  admitted,  that  a  mortgage 

the  qutttion  of   amounting  to  £900,  part  of  the  trust  fond,  having  been 

costs  till  nirthnr 

directioDs.  paid  off,  he  and  his  father,  who  were  in  partnership  as  so- 
licitors, had  received  the  money,  and  that  part  of  that  sum, 
namely,  dESOO,  had  been  employed  by  them  in  their  business. 
He  also  admitted  that  the  other  trust-monies  were  received 
by  the  firm.  It  also  seemed  clear  firom  the  answer,  that  he 
had  delayed  for  twelve  months  to  render  any  account  to 
the  plaintiff. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  Court  having  directed 
accounts  to  be  taken  of  all  sums  received  by  the  firm  or 
the  defendant,  by  virtue  of  the  trust  deed,  and  of  all  sums 
received  by  the  defendant  and  his  father,  or  either  of 
them,  as  agent  or  agents  of  Mrs.  Scott,  and  having  directed 
a  special  inquiry  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  JE900  had. 
been  disposed  of — 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  plaintiff,  asked,  for  the  costs  of 
the  cause  up  to  the  hearing,  observing,  that  in  cases  of 
agents,  non-production  of  accounts  coupled  with  non-com- 
pliance with  requests  to  make  out  the  accounts,  gives  the 
Court  authority  to  award  costs  to  the  hearing :  CoUyer  v.. 
Dudley  (a).  Anon.  {b). 

Mr.  Kinfflake,  contra. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — In  each  of  the  cases  cited, 
{a)  Turn.  &  Russ.  421.  (h)  4  Madd.  271. 
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the  matter  was  disposed  of  on  fdrtber  directions;  and  upon 
farther  directions^  the  matters  which  have  been  adverted 
to  as  to  non-delivery  of  accounts^  may  have  material 
weight.  Bat  I  cannot  avoid  seeing^  that^  giving  that  con- 
duct its  fullest  effect  in  the  plaintiff's  favour^  the  conse- 
quences of  it  may  be  materially  varied^  either  by  the 
length  or  the  perplexity  of  the  accounts^  (which  I  cannot 
at  present  know)^  or  the  difficulty  of  obtaining  vouchers 
or  proving  balances.  I  think^  therefore^  I  shall  be  more 
likely  to  do  complete  and  satisfactory  justice  as  to  costs^ 
when  these  facts  are  known.  On  that  ground  alone^  and 
not  on  the  groimd  of  disapproval  of  those  cases^  I  reserve 
the  costs.    The  point  will  be  open  on  further  directions. 


Shitb  v.  Spencer.  jiov.  22Hd. 

JjlL  ARY  Carter  being  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate  at  Dalton^  sm  by  deriMes 
in  the  county  of  York,  in  1885  intrusted  Mr.Tomline,  a  2^^^ 
solicitor,  to  make  her  will.    Accordingly,  a  will  was  pre-  ■jpprMawa  by 

the  heir  of  tiic 

pared  by  him,  which  was  duly  published  by  the  testatrix,  in  teitator'i  will, 

1835,  and  by  which  she  devised  that  property  in  thirds  to  ii^«ry  np*rf  the 

her  three  sisters,  for  their  respective  Uves,  with  respective  J[[JJ"'P'   ^^ 

remainders  to  a  nephew  and  certain  nieces  in  fee.    For  non  wag  made 

.at  Uie  hearing. 

two  years  previous  to  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  de^^  but  the  plain- 
fendant  John  Spencer,  who  was  her  nephew  and  heir-at-law,  ^^^"JIJlJ  J'" 
and  who  was  not  named  in  the  will,  resided,  together  with  wiUunderwhich 

tney  claimed 

his  wife  and  children,  at  her  house,  and  they  were  there  at  had  existed,  and 
the  time  of  her  death,  which  took  place  in  September,  1888.  of  the  teata^tT 
Dorothy  Grey,  one  of  the  sisters  of  the  testatrix,  also  lived  in  J^^j[|SJ 
the  house,  but  was  absent  on  a  visit  at  that  particular  time,  during  which 

two  yean  the 

Upon  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  defendant  took  pos-  heir-at-law, 
session  of  the  property.  h^l^'^^' 

in  the! 


Heldf  that  this  was  a  case  for  an  inquiry,  and  for  an  issue  as  to  whether  the  testatrix  did  deyise 
the  lands  in  manner  alleged. 
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184  !•  The  bill  was  filed  by  the  sisters,  and  the  othet  devisees 

under  the  will,  against  the  defendant,  alleging  that  he  had 
suppressed  the  will,  and  praying  that,  in  case  the  will 
should  not  be  forthcoming,  he  Alight  be  declared  a  tms* 
tee  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  might  deliver  up  possession^  to 
them,  and  that  an  occupation  rent  might  be  set  upon  the 
premises  for  the  time  he  had  been  in  possession,  and  that 
he  might  account  for  th6  rents  and  profits  during  Oiat 
time,  and  might  pay  what  was  due  and  deliver  up  the 
title-deeds;  and  in  case  the  will  was  forthcoming, then, 
that  it  might  be  established,  and  the  trusts  carried  into 
execution. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  denied  that  the  will  of 
1835  was  the  last  will  of  the  testatrix,  inasmuch  as  she  had 
duly  executed  a  will  dat«d  the  17th  January,  1837,  by 
which  she  had  left  her  real  estate  to  him  for  life.  He 
stated  that  this  latter  will  was  in  the  hands  of  his  solicitor, 
and  submitted,  that,  as  the  plaintiffs  had  not  proved  their 
title,  he  was  not  bound  to  produce  it.  He  denied  all 
knowledge  of  the  will  of  1835,  but  he  stated,  that,  two 
years  before  her  death,  the  testatrix  requested  hitti  to 
come  and  live  with  her ;  saying,  at  the  s&me  time,  that 
she  had  made  her  will,  but  if  he  would  oom6  and  live  with 
her,  she  would  leave  him  every  thing.  Whether  this 
related  to  the  will  of  1886,  the  defendant  did  not  know. 
He  admitted  that  he  and  his  family  were  the  only  persons 
living  in  the  house  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix, 
but  be  stated  that,  when  she  was  dying,  three  neighbours 
were  sent  for  to  attend  her,  namely,  Jenny  Ceilings,  Mary 
Dunn,  and  William  Dunn,  the  husband  of  Mary  Dunn. 
That  on  the  morning  after  the  testatrix's  death,  the  de- 
fendant, in  the  presence  of  William  Dunn,  opened  the 
bureau  of  the  testatrix,  and  took  out  the  will  of  the  17th 
January,  1837,  which  was  lying  there  with  her  husband's 
will. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and  in  support  of  the 
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case  made  by  the  bill  several  witnesses  were  examined,  who  1841. 
spoke  tp  eoniFersatioiis  with  the  testatrix  since  January, 
1887j  in  wfaieh  she  mentioned  having  left  her  property  to 
the  plaintiffs.  One  of  the  witnesses  swore,  that,  in  reply  to 
a  question  whether  she  meant  to  leave  Smith  anything, 
she  said, ''  Not  a  halQienny/'  Another  stated  that  the  tes- 
tatrix had  frequently  said  it  was  her  duty  to  leave  her  pro- 
perty to  her  sisters.  And  a  third  spoke  to  a  bng  conver- 
sation with  the  testatrix  in  October,  1837,  when  she  pro- 
duced from  her  bureau  the  will  made  by  Tomline,  and  a 
long  diseusnon  ensued,  as  to  the  proper  means  of  insur- 
ing its  safe  custody. 

No  lAdavit  was  annexed  to  the  bill  as  to  the  lost  in« 
strument,  and  no  evidence  was  given  by  the  women,  Col- 
lings  and  Dunn,  or  William  Dunn,  as  to  the  will  found 
in  the  house. 

Mr,  Simpkiniim,  and  Mr.  Wilcock,  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
If  a  presumption  can  be  raised,  that  the  defendant  has 
suppressed  the  will,  then,  the  principles  of  Hwnpden  v. 
Hkngiden  (a)  will  apply.  There,  the  heir  at  law  suppressed 
the  will,  and  the  devisees  prayed  the  same  relief  as  the 
present.  A  decree  was  pronounced  that  they  should  hold 
till  the  will  was  forthcoming;  and  the  Court  held,  in  odium 
9foUaiQri$,  that  the  bill  was  a  real  statement.  On  appeal 
to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  decree  was  affirmed  (6).  Wood- 
ruff V.  Burton  (c) ;  Finch  v.  Neumham  {d).  In  those  oases, 
the  Court  did  not  send  the  question  to  law.  It  is  clearly 
established,  that  where  there  is  suppression,  as  well  as 
where  th^e  is  spoliation,  it  changes  the  jurisdiction,  and 
gives  a  right  to  this  Court  to  try  that  which  otherwise 
would  only  be  the  subject  of  ejectment:  Hex  v.  Lord 
Humsdon  (e) ;  JSicker  v.  Phipps  (/).   As  to  personal  estate, 

(fl)  1  P.  W.  733.  (i)  2  Vera.  216. 

(6)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  660.  (0  Hob.  109. 

(c)  1  P.  W.  734.  (/)  3  Atk.  360. 
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1841.         Garland  v.  Radcliffe  (a)^  Hayne  v.  Hayne  ((),  and  Dabion  v. 
^j^JJi^      Coatstoorth  (c),  are  in  point.    At  all  events,  there  is  a  case 
V-  for  inquiry.     Considering  the  possession  taken  by  the  de- 

fendant of  the  house  and  all  its  contents,  and  that  he  has 
entered  into  no  evidence  of  search,  the  presumption  is, 
that  he  has  concealed  the  will  of  1885. 

Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Bichner,  for  the  defendant ;  (after 
observing  that  no  affidavit  was  annexed  to  the  bill). — ^The 
jurisdiction  is  not  disputed ;  but  the  plaintiffs  are  bound 
to  prove  such  a  case  as  is  sufficient  to  authorize  the  Court 
to  exercise  jurisdiction.  It  is  sufficient  for  the  defendant 
to  examine  witnesses  to  prove  the  subsequent  will,  and  to 
shew  that  the  will  of  1885  never  came  to  his  knowledge  or 
possession.  The  Court  is  not  in  the  habit  of  directing 
such  an  inquiry  as  is  now  sought  for,  unless  there  is  some 
evidence  of  suppression.  There  is  no  evidence  of  that  sort, 
unless  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  having  lived  in  the  house 
of  the  testatrix  for  two  years  before  her  death  amounts 
to  such.  Why  have  the  plaintiffs  not  examined  the  women. 
Ceilings  and  Dunn,  or  William  Dunn  ?  If  they  wished  to 
establish  a  case  of  suppression,  those  persons  probably 
would  have  been  useful  witnesses.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
primdfcune  case.  But,  even  if  there  had  been,  it  is  removed 
by  the  will  of  1887,  which  revokes  all  former  wills,  and  it 
must  be  taken,  until  there  is  evidence  to  the  contrary, 
that  the  person  who  made  that  will  destroyed  the  former 
will. 

Thb  Vice-Chancbllor. — The  plaintiffs  in  this  case 
have  not,  I  think,  established  a  case  of  spoliation  or  sup- 
pression against  the  defendant.  But  the  question  is,  whe- 
ther the  circumstances  of  the  case  are  not  sufficient  to 
call  upon  the  Court  to  direct  an  inquiry  on  the  subject. 

(fl)  Dick.  15.  {h)  Id.  18.  (c)  1  P.  W.  731. 
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Upon  that  point  I  have  had  some  hesitation;  but  after        1841. 
hearing  the  whole  of  the  argament^  and  the  evidence^  I       smith  " 
have  come  to  the  condusion^  that  the  bill  ought  not  to  be  9. 

dismissed.  An  observation  has  been  made^  and  very  pro- 
perly made^  upon  the  circumstance  of  the  omission  of  any 
affidavit  annexed  to  the  biU,  with  reference  to  the  absence 
of  the  possession  of  the  document  in  question.  That  is  a  cir- 
cumstance of  which  I  apprehend  advantage  could  only  have 
been  taken  by  demurrer ;  and,  indeed,  it  has  not  been  con- 
tended by  the  defendant,  that,  in  the  present  stage  of  the 
cause,  that  would  be  a  ground  for  dismissing  the  bill.  It 
does  not  appear  in  this  case  very  probable  that  the  docu- 
ment exists.  The  defendant  does  not  admit  its  existence — 
the  plaintifik  have  it  not,  though  they  suggest  that  it  is  in 
the  possession  of  the  defendant,  or  that  he  knows  what  has 
become  of  it.  It  may  be  so;  but  whether  the  instrument 
has  or  has  not  been  suppressed  by  the  defendant — ^whe- 
ther his  conduct  has  or  has  not  been  suspicious  in  this  par- 
ticular— ^the  absence  of  it  may  render  the  present  a  fit  case 
for  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  In  this 
case,  there  is  no  doubt  that  such  a  will,  as  has  been  alleged 
to  have  been  made,  was  made  in  1885.  There  appears  no 
doubt,  that  it  was  at  one  time  in  the  possession  of  the  testa- 
trix. There  is  no  proof  that  that  will  has,  in  any  manner, 
been  destroyed.  There  is  evidence  more  or  less  accurate, 
that  the  will  was  not  only  in  the  testatrix^s  possession  after 
January,  1837,  but  that  it  was  recognised  by  her  as  a  sub- 
sisting will  after  1837.  The  weight  to  be  given  to  this  evi- 
dence is  one  thing;  the  admissibility  of  it  to  shew  the  ex- 
istence of  the  instrument  is  another.  At  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  the  heir-at-law,  who  alleges  himself  to  be  devisee, 
is  living  together  with  his  family  in  the  house  of  the  testa- 
trix. None  of  the  devisees  under  the  will  of  1885,  were  ap- 
parently there  at  the  time.  Three  neighbours  were  called 
in  at  her  last  ilhiess,  when  she  was  gradually  sinking,  (and 
it  appears  that  they  never  left  her  till  her  death) — ^two 
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184K  womeiij  of  the  nameB  ot  Ckdlings  and  Dunn,  and  William 
Duan^thehuftbandofoneoftltem.  Itiasingnhurthat^npon 
a  qufietion  whether  the  will  in  the  honse  at  the  death  of  the 
testatrix  was  imiffoperly  dealt  with,  neither  party  shonld 
have  examined  the  women — and  though  the  hnaband  is 
examined,  neither  party  should  have  examined  him  on  this 
pointf  On  the  endenoe  it  does  not  appear  improbable, 
that  the  will  of  1835  may  have  been  in  the  house  at  the 
death  oS  the  testatrix;  ilnd  considering  that  complete  pos- 
sessicm  of  the  bouse  and  all  that  it  c<mtained,  which  the 
defendant  appears  to  have  had,  tUs  is  not  a  case,  in  my 
opinion,  to  be  dismissed  without  a  further  inquiry. 

The  first  issue,  therefore,  which  I  propose  to  direct,  is  not 
an  issue  oontuning  the  propoution  of  fraud,  as  in  Barker 
v.  J{ay  (a),  but  simply  whether,  by  a  will  dated  in  1835, 
duly  exeeuted  and  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  estate,  Mrs. 
Curter  did  devise  her  real  estates  in  the  manner  alleged. 
To  that  issue,  I  apprehend  (the  proper  course  being  taken 
for  that  purpose),  a  clause  may  be  added,  that  secondary 
evidence  of  the  will  may  be  receivable.  Supposing  the 
jury  to  find  sueh  a  devise  was  made,  then,  I  propose  a 
second  issue,  ieritavU  vel  turn,  of  the  will  ai  January,  1837, 
with  the  u9ual  directions. 

Dec.  9ih,  Ths  Yics-Chancellor  aftcrwards,  having  regard  to  the 
extent  of  the  property,  and  to  other  circumstances  in  the 
case,  thought  fit  to  vary  his  decree,  and  decreed  as  foU 
lows : — 

Retain  the  biU  for  twelve  monthi,  with  liberty  to  the  pUintifiB  to  bring  raeh 
action  as  they  may  be  advised,  the  defendant  undertaking  not  to  set  up  any 
outstanding  legal  estate  in  bar  to  any  action  which  shall  be  commenced  before 
the  end  of  Hilary  Term  next. 

(a)  2  Russ.  63. 
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1841. 

Between  John  Skbrrette  Stubbs^  Thomas  Bury^  and     Nw.  17/A. 
Edward  Connell  and  Mary  Hardie,  Plaintiffs;  and 
James  Lister,  Defendant. 

J.N  May  1885,  a  Joint-Stock  Banking  Company  was  By  one  of  the 
established  at  Liverpool,  nnder  the  style  of  the  Liverpool  SlieSmeiuon 
XJnion  Bank,  and  the  defendant,  James  Lister,  was  appoint-  th«tonnationof 
ed  one  of  the  pubhc  registered  officers  under  the  provisions  banUns  com- 
of  the  statute  7  Geo.  4.  By  a  deed  of  settlement  dated  the  ^4ied|^Uuit 
Ist  day  of  May,  1835,  made  between  the  shareholders  of  ^  oSSjllly^ 
the  company  and  certain  trustees  appointed  by  them,  it  ^7  or  ^  the 

iMurc  Oi  SOY  pro* 

was  stipulated  and  agreed  that  the  capital  of  the  company  prietorinre. 
should  be  £600,000  divided  into  80,000  shares  of  £2Q  ISSS^^o^^.' 
each,  with  a  power  to  add  to  the  capital  of  the  company  ^S*2vJi!*^!! 
the  sum  of  £400,000  by  the  creation  of  20,000  new  shares  aU  ceiet  be  the 
of  £20  each  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned.    That  the  mount  UenTon 
number  of  shares  holden  by  each  person,  with  his  place  of  J^drto^o? 
abode  and  addition,  should,  at  the  time  of  his  executing  lodiproprietor: 
the  said  indenture,  be  written  opposite  to  his  name  in  the  weieemDowered 
schedule  thereto  subjoined,  and  that  no  person  should,  in  tiiignish,ei?de- 
his  own  right,  be  allowed  to  subscribe  for  or  hold,  so  long  *^  SutS*' 
as  the  total  number  of  shares  of  the  company  should  be  diipoMofeuch 

ahwef ,  either 
wholly  or  in 
pert,  as  the  ceee  might  require,  by  way  of  or  towards  satisfaction  or  liquidation  of  such 
debts ;  and  that  every  such  person  should  thenceforth  cease  to  be  a  proprietor  of  the  Com- 
pany, or  to  retain  any  interest  therein  in  respect  of  the  shares  so  cancelled,  extinguished, 
and  declared  to  be  forfeited,  or  so  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of  as  aforesaid."  A  holder  of  1000 
shares  being  indebted  to  the  bank  for  cash  advances,  a  notice  dated  the  30th  May,  1837,  was 
given  to  the  shareholder,  that  unless  he  redeemed  the  1000  shares  by  payment  of  the  balance  of  his 
account  with  the  bank  on  or  before  the  13th  day  of  June,  the  directors  would  on  that  day  proceed, 
under  the  dauae  of  the  deed  of  association,  to  cancel  and  extinguish,  and  declare  his  shares  for- 
feited, and  to  place  the  value  of  the  shares  on  that  day  to  t^  credit  of  his  account  with  the 
bank.  The  balance  not  being  paid,  the  directors  by  a  resolution  declared  the  shares  to  be  can- 
celled and  forfdted,  and  it  appearing  to  them  that  the  value  of  the  shares  on  that  day  was  jf  10,000, 
it  was  resolved  that  credit  should  be  given  to  the  proprietor  for  that  amount  in  his  account. 

A  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  the  cancellation.  From  the  evidence  it  appeared  that  the  market 
price  of  shares,  on  the  13tii  day  of  June,  slightly  exceeded  the  price  allowed  by  the  directors, 
but  the  evidence  proved,  that,  if  the  1000  shares  had  been  carried  into  the  market,  the  price 
would  have  been  reduced  greatly  below  the  amount  allowed  by  the  directors : — Htld,  that  the 
directors  placing  themselves  by  the  cancellation  in  the  situation  both  of  vendors  and  purchasers, 
were  bound  to  allow  the  highest  market  price  which  could  be  obtained  for  the  shaies,  without 
specubiting  on  what  might  be  the  effect  of  throwing  the  1000  shares  into  the  market,  and  the 
cancellation  was  declared  to  be  void,  and  was  set  aside, 

VOL.  I.  O  N.  C.  €• 
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1841.  30,000^  more  than  500  shares^  and  in  case  the  total  num- 
ber of  shares  should  be  increased  to  50,000,  then  more  than 
750  shares.  That  the  name  and  place  of  abode  of  each 
proprietor  for  the  time  being  in  the  said  company,  toge- 
ther with  the  number  of  shares  held  by  him,  should  from 
time  to  time  be  entered  and  written  in  a  book  to  be  kept 
for  that  purpose,  to  be  called  the  "  Shareholders'  Register,'* 
and  every  proprietor  who  should  at  any  time  change  his 
name  or  place  of  abode,  or,  being  a  female,  should  marry, 
and  the  assignees  of  any  proprietor  who  should  become 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  and  the  personal  representatives  of 
any  proprietor  who  should  die,  should  immediately  upon 
and  after  any  of  the  said  events,  leave  notice  at  the  bank- 
ing-house or  office  of  the  said  company  in  Liverpool  stat- 
ing his  or  her  name,  or  new  name,  and  place  of  abode. 

The  51st  clause  provided,  that,  in  every  case  in  which 
any  notice  was  by  the  said  indenture  directed  to  be  given 
or  sent  to  the  proprietors  of  the  company,  or  any  meeting 
of  proprietors  was  required  or  authorized  to  be  convened, 
the  same  should,  unless  otherwise  expressed,  be  given,  sent, 
or  convened  by  a  written  or  printed  letter  signed  by  such  of- 
ficer for  the  time  being  of  the  company  as  the  directors  for 
the  time  being  should  appoint  in  that  behalf;  and  every 
such  letter  should  be  directed  to  the  person,  to  whom  the 
same  was  to  be  given  or  sent,  at  his  place  of  abode,  aa 
stated  in  the  shareholders'  register,  and  should  be  for- 
warded through  the  Liverpool  post-office,  and  should  be 
fully  eflfective  for  all  purposes  for  which  such  notice  was 
required  to  be  given,  although  the  same  should  not,  after 
being  committed  to  the  post-office  as  aforesaid,  reach  its 
place  of  destination,  and  should  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
be  considered  to  have  been  given  to  the  party  to  whom  the 
same  should  be  directed,  on  the  day  on  which  the  same 
should  be  committed  to  the  post-office. 

By  the  58th  clause  it  was  stipulated,  ''  that  all  debts, 
liabilities,  and  engagements  due  to  and  subsisting  with  the 
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company  by  or  on  the  part  of  any  and  every  proprietor,  1841. 
either  in  respect  of  cash  advances  or  balances,  or  running 
bills  or  notes,  or  on  account  generally,  and  whether  in  re- 
spect of  his  direct  transactions  with  the  company,  or  me- 
diately, or  as  surety  or  otherwise,  should  at  all  times  and 
in  all  cases  be  the  first  and  paramount  lien  on  all  the 
shares  and  stock  of  such  proprietor,  whether  such  debts 
and  engagements  were  those  of  such  proprietor  solely,  or 
joindy  or  in  partnership  with  any  other  person  or  persons; 
and  the  directors  for  the  time  being  were  thereby  empow- 
ered to  cancel  and  extinguish  and  declare  forfeited,  or  to 
sell  and  dispose  of  the  shares  of  such  proprietors,  either 
wholly  or  in  part,  as  the  case  might  require,  by  way  of  or 
towards  satisfaction  or  liquidation  of  all  or  any  part  of 
such  debts,  liabilities,  or  engagements,  and  that  every  such 
person  should  thenceforth  cease  to  be  a  proprietor  of  the 
company,  or  to  retain  any  interest  therein,  in  respect  of  the 
shares  so  cancelled  and  extinguished  and  declared  to  be  for- 
feited, or  so  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of,  as  aforesaid. 

In  and  prior  to  July,  1885,  James  Hardie,  deceased,  and 
Herbert  Hardie  carried  on  business  as  merchants  and  com- 
mission-agents in  copartnership  at  Manchester,  under  the 
style  or  firm  of  J.  Sc  H.  Hardie,  and,  as  such  partners,  they 
became  possessed  of  1000  of  the  shares  in  the  said  Joint- 
Stock  Banking  Company,  and  purehased  and  paid  for  the 
same  shares  out  of  their  partnership  monies;  and  such  shares 
formed  part  of  the  partnetrship  property  and  effects  of  the 
said  James  Hardie  and  Herbert  Hardie :  but  by  reason  of 
the  stipulation  and  provision  contained  in  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, by  which  shareholders  of  the  said  Company  were 
prohibited  firom  holding  more  than  600  shares  each^ 
500  of  the  1000  shares  so  purchased  by  James  Hardie 
and  Herbert  Hardie  were  registered  and  stood  in  the 
books  ol  the  said  Company  in  the  name  of  James  Har- 
die, and  the  remaining  500  of  the  same  1000  shares  were 
registered  and  stood  in  the  same  books  in  the  name  of 

Herbert  Hardie. 

G  2 
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1841.  James  Hardie  and  Herbert  Hardie  executed  the  deed 

of  settlement^  and  out  of  their  partnership  monies  paid  up 
the  several  calls  or  instalments  which  from  time  to  time 
were  demanded  by  the  Company  upon  or  in  respect  of 
the  said  1000  shares;  which  calls  or  instalments  amount- 
ed in  the  whole  to  10/.  upon  each  share.  In  July,  1835^ 
James  Hardie  and  Herbert  Hardie,  as  such  copartners  as 
aforesaid,  opened  a  banking  account  with  the  Liverpool 
Union  Bank ;  and,  from  the  month  of  July,  1885,  until 
the  bankruptcy  of  Herbert  Hardie,  such  banking  account 
was,  and  continued  to  be,  kept  with  the  bank  in  the  name 
of  the  firm  of  J.  &  H.  Hardie ;  in  respect  of  which  banking 
account  James  Hardie  and  Herbert  Hardie  became  in- 
debted upon  the  balance  thereof  to  the  bank.  James 
Hardie  died  on  the  25th  March,  1887,  intestate,  leaving 
Mary  Hardie,  his  widow ;  and  letters  of  administration  of 
his  estate  and  effects  were  granted  to  her.  Herbert  Hardie, 
subsequently  to  the  decease  of  James  Hardie,  and  as  the 
surviving  partner  of  the  firm,  continued  to  carry  on  the 
said  business  of  a  merchant  and  commission-agent  at  Man- 
chester, under  the  said  style  and  firm  of  J.  &  H.  Hardie, 
and  so  kept  and  continued  to  keep  the  said  banking  ac- 
count with  the  Liverpool  Union  Bank  up  to  the  6th  day  of 
May,  1837,  when  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  was  issued  against 
Herbert  Hardie,  and  he  was  thereunder  duly  found  and  de- 
clared a  bankrupt,  and  the  plaintiffs,  John  Skerrette  Stubbs, 
Thomas  Bury,  and  Edward  Connell,  were  chosen  and  ap- 
pointed assignees  of  his  estate  and  effects.  The  Liverpool 
Union  Bank  claimed  to  be  creditors  of  the  said  Herbert 
Hardie,  as  such  surviving  partner  as  aforesaid,  in  respect 
of  the  balance  then  due  on  such  banking  account,  and  for 
which  the  said  Herbert  Hardie  and  James  Hardie  had,  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  said  James  Hardie,  deposited  with  the  said 
Liverpool  Union  Bank  divers  shares  in  divers  other  joint 
stock  banks,  and  other  effects;  and  the  Liverpool  Union 
Bank  also  claimed,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of 
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settlement^  to  have  a  lien  on  the  said  1000  shares  so  stand-        1841. 
ing  in  the  respective  names  of  the  said  James  Hardie  and 
Herbert  Hardie  as  aforesaid,  as  a  further  security  for  such 
balance. 

On  1st  June,  1837,  a  letter,  addressed  to  Messrs.  J.  & 
H.  Hardie,  or  their  representatives,  was  received  in  Man- 
chester by  Mr.  Jonathan  Lees,  the  accountant  of  the  said 
bankrupt's  estate,  and  was  by  him  handed  to  the  plaintiffs, 
J.  S.  Stubbs,  Thomas  Bury  and  Edward  Connell,  as  such 
assignees  as  aforesaid,  which  letter  was  of  the  date  and  in 
the  words  and  figures  following,  (that  is  to  say) : — 

"  Liverpool  Union  Bank,  Liverpool,  SOih  May,  1837. 
"  Gentlemen, — I  am  instructed  by  the  directors  of  this 
bank  to  inform  you,  that  unless  you  redeem  the  1000  shares 
in  the  bank  now  standing  in  your  respective  names,  by 
payment  of  the  balance  of  your  account  with  the  bank,  on 
or  before  the  13th  day  of  June,  at  noon,  the  Directors  will 
on  that  day  proceed,  under  the  58th  clause  of  the  deed  of 
association,  to  cancel  and  extinguish,  and  declare  your 
shares  forfeited,  and  to  place  the  value  of  the  shares  on 
that  day  to  the  credit  of  your  account  with  the  bank. 

(Signed)         "  James  Lister,  Manager" 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1837,  Messrs.  Seddon,  Mawson  & 
Lycett,  the  solicitors  to  the  fiat  against  Herbert  Hardie, 
sent  a  letter  of  that  date  to  the  defendant,  James  Lister, 
requesting  a  copy  of  the  bankrupt's  account  with  the  bank, 
in  order  to  its  being  examined,  and  put  in  a  train  for  a 
settlement.  In  reply  to  that  letter  the  defendant,  liister^ 
on  behalf  of  the  bank,  addressed  and  sent  to  Messrs. 
Seddon,  Mawson  &  Lycett,  a  letter  dated  the  2nd  day 
of  June,  stating  that  Mr.  Hardie  was  at  the  bank  the 
preceding  day,  and  took  his  bank-book  with  him  re- 
gularly posted  up  to  the  date  of  the  commission,  which 
he  would  no  doubt  hand  to  the  assignees.  On  the  25th 
June,  1837,  a  letter  signed  by  James  Bavis,  the  sub- 
manager  of  the  Union  Bank,   directed  to  Messrs.  J.  k 
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1841.  A.  Hardie^  or  their  repreaentatives^  was  delivered  to  the 
plaintiffB  from  the  Manchester  post-office^  to  the  following 
eflFect:— 

"  Gentlemen^ — I  am  instructed  by  the  directors  to  in- 
form you,  that,  at  their  meeting  held  on  the  20th  day  of 
June,  the  1000  shares  standing  in  your  name,  were  can- 
celled and  extinguished,  and  declared  forfeited  to  the  com- 
pany, and  that  the  sum  of  £10,000  is  placed  to  the  credit 
of  your  account  with  the  bank,  as  the  value  of  the  shares 
on  that  day/' 

Divers  subsequent  communications  took  place  between 
the  plaintififs  and  the  defendant,  James  Lister,  as  such 
manager  as  aforesaid,  but  no  satisfactory  conclusion  was 
come  to.  The  whole  amount  due  to  the  Liverpool  Union 
Bank,  from  the  firm  of  J.  &  H.  Hardie,  on  and  up  to 
the  16th  of  July,  1838,  was  11,540/.  14«.  Sd.,  inclusive  of 
the  sum  of  £10,000,  for  which  the  bank  gave  credit,  as 
stated  in  the  last-mentioned  letter.  On  the  16th  day  of 
July,  1838,  the  plaintiffs  tendered  to  James  Lister  the  sum 
of  11,540/.  ISs.  Sd.,  and  at  the  same  time  called  upon  and 
required  him,  as  such  manager  as  aforesaid,  to  transifer  and 
deliver  up  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  such  assignees  as  aforesaid, 
all  the  shares  and  other  securities  held  by  the  bank,  in  re- 
spect or  on  account  of  the  debt,  and  at  the  same  time 
delivered  to  James  Lister  the  following  notice  in  writing, 
(that  is  to  say) : — 

"  To  the  Directors  and  Manager  of  the  Liverpool  Union  Bank. 

'^  Take  notice,  that  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and  effects 
of  Herbert  Hardie,  of  Manchester,  in  the  county  of  Lan- 
caster, merchant  and  commission-agent,  dealer,  and  chap- 
man, (surviving  partner  of  James  Hardie,  deceased),  do 
hereby,  with  the  consent  and  approbation  of  the  adminis- 
tratrix of  the  said  James  Hardie,  declare  their  willingness 
to  pay  off  and  discharge  all  monies  owing  by  the  said 
James  Hardie  in  his  lifetime,  and  the  said  Herbert  Hardie, 
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or  either  of  them,  to  the  said  bank,  with  interest,  cornmis*  1841. 
sion,  and  charges  up  to  this  day;  and  do  hereby  tender  you 
the  sum  of  11,540/.  14».  Sd.,  in  satisfaction  of  the  amount 
so  owing,  and  declare  that  if  that  sum  be  not  the  full 
amount  owing,  they  are  ready,  and  now  offer  to  pay  the 
full  amount  on  the  same  being  stated  by  you:  and  the 
said  assignees  do  hereby  request  and  call  upon  you  to  re- 
store the  500  shares  in  your  bank  lately  standing  in  the 
name  of  the  said  James  Hardie,  and  the  like  number  of 
shares  lately  standing  in  the  name  of  the  said  Herbert 
Hardie,  and  which  shares  were,  in  or  about  the  month  of 
June,  1847,  canceUed,  or  pretended  to  be  cancelled,  by 
you;  and  you  are  also  requested  to  pay  or  give  credit  for 
all  the  dividends  which  have  been,  or  ought  to  have  been, 
declared  on  the  said  shares  standing  in  the  name  of  Eliza- 
beth Hardie,  and  which  are  the  property  of  the  said  assig- 
nees, and  to  deliver  up  all  bills  of  exchange  and  securities 
held  by  you  on  account  of  the  amount  due ;  and  in  default 
of  your  compliance  with  this  request,  you  will  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  all  the  said  shares  according  to  the  market 
value  thereof  this  day,  or  such  increased  value  as  the  same 
may  hereafter  attain,  and  for  any  loss  which  may  accrue 
on  any  bills  of  exchange,  or  securities. 

(Signed)  "E.  Connell, 

Manchesier,  15/A  JWy,  1838.      "  for  Self  and  Assignees.'* 

The  defendant,  James  Lister,  refused  to  receive  the  money 
so  tendered,  or  to  transfer  or  deliver  up  the  shares  and 
securities,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  the  following 
notice,  (that  is  to  say) : — 

**  Liverpool  Union  Bank,  Liverpool,  16/A  July,  1838. 
"  To  the  assignees  of  Herbert  Hardie.  Gentlemen, — I 
do  hereby  give  you  notice,  that  the  directors  of  the  Liver- 
pool Union  Bank  are  ready  to  receive  the  balance  of  ac- 
count owing  to  them,  viz.  1787/.  19«.  2d,,  including  in- 
terest to  this  date,  and  on  the  receipt  thereof  to  hand  over 
to  you  the  securities  they  now  hold ;  but  the  Directors 
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1841.  cannot  comply  with  your  request  to  restore  the  shares 
lately  standing  in  the  names  of  James  Hardie  and  Herbert 
Hardie^  and  which  were  cancelled  according  to  the  deed 
of  settlement,  as  has  been  already  notified  to  you. 

^^  (Signed)     James  Lister,  Manager P 

The  whole  sum  demanded  by  the  bank,  in  respect  of  their 
debt  from  the  firm,  up  to  the  3rd  day  of  October,  1838, 
was  1706/.  %9.  Id.  And  on  that  day  the  plaintiffs  paid  to 
the  defendant,  James  Lister,  as  such  manager,  such  sum  of 
1706/.  8*.  Irf.,  under  the  following  protest,  (that  is  to  say) : — 

"  To  the  Directors  and  Manager  of  the  Liverpool  Union  Bank, 
"  We,  the  undersigned,  being  solicitors  for  the  assignees 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Herbert  Hardie  of  Manchester, 
in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  merchant  and  commission- 
agent,  dealer  and  chapman,  (surviving  partner  of  James 
Hardie,  deceased),  do  hereby  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  said 
assignees,  and  of  the  administratrix  of  the  said  James 
Hardie,  give  you  notice,  that  the  sum  of  1706/.  Ss.  Id,  now 
paid  by  us  to  you,  as  the  balance  of  the  account  owing  to 
you  by  the  said  James  and  Herbert  Hardie,  is  so  paid 
under  protest,  and  saving  all  right  of  the  said  assignees 
and  administratrix  to  500  shares  in  your  bank  lately  stand- 
in  the  name  of  the  said  Herbert  Hardie,  and  500  shares 
lately  standing  in  the  name  of  the  said  James  Hardie,  and 
which  shares  were,  in  or  about  the  month  of  June,  1837, 
cancelled,  or  pretended  to  be  cancelled  by  you;  but  that 
the  said  assignees  and  administratrix  do  dispute  your  right 
to  cancel  the  said  shares;  and  that  the  said  payment,  now 
made  as  aforesaid,  is  not  to  be  considered  as  any  acknow- 
ledgment on  their  part  of  your  right  to  cancel  the  said  shares. 
Dated  this  3rd  day  of  October,  1838. 

"  Seddon,  Mawson  &  Lycett.'' 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  31st  day  of  December,  1838,  and 
prayed  a  declaration  that  the  cancellation  of  the  said  1000 
shares  was  fraudulent  and  void,  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
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might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the  shares.  The  1841. 
bill  also  prajed  an  account  of  the  dividends  which  on 
and  firom  the  20th  of  June^  1887^  were  or  had  become 
due^  or  which|  but  for  such  cancellation^  would  have  be- 
come  due,  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  shares;  and  that 
the  bank  might  be  ordered  and  decreed  to  pay  or  allow 
to  the  plaintiffs  in  account  the  full  amount  of  such  divi- 
dends; and  that^  upon  the  plaintiffs'  pftyingi  as  thej 
offered  to  doj  to  the  Liverpool  Union  Bank  the  said  sum 
of  dElO^OOO^  with  interest  thereon^  deducting  therefrom 
the  amount  of  such  dividends  as  aforesaid,  the  Liverpool 
Union  Bank  might  be  ordered  and  decreed  to  transfer  to 
the  plaintiffs  the  said  1000  shares,  or  that  the  said  shares 
might  be  sold  in  such  manner  and  at  such  times  or  time 
as  the  Court  should  think  fit  to  direct,  and  that  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sale  might  be  paid  to  the  plaintiffs;  or  that 
it  might  be  ascertained  what  was  the  true  value  of  the 
1000  shares  on  the  16th  day  of  June,  1838,  and  the 
amount  of  the  dividends  which  had  then  accrued  or  would 
have  accrued  due  thereon ;  and  that  the  defendant  might 
be  ordered  to  account  for  and  pay  to  the  plaintiffs  such 
value  and  amount. 

From  the  answer  it  appeared,  that  the  shares  of  the  Li- 
verpool Union  Bank  attained  their  maximum  price  about 
twelve  months  before  the  bankruptcy  of  Herbert  Hardie, 
when  the  selling  price  was  18/.  10«.  per  share,  being  a  pre- 
mium of  SI.  10s,  per  share  beyond  the  amount  of  calls 
which  had  been  paid  thereon ;  and  from  that  period  they 
gradually  fell  till  the  bankruptcy,  at  which  time  the  nomi- 
nal price  per  share  was  11/.  10,  or  1/.  10  premium.  The 
answer,  however,  stated,  that  if  250  shares  had  been 
thrown  into  the  market  at  that  time,  the  market  price 
would  have  been  at  par,  and  that  if  1000  of  the  shares  had 
been  thrown  into  the  market,  the  price  of  shares  would 
have  been  at  a  discount,  and  the  1000  shares  must  neces- 
sarily have  been  sold  at  a  great  loss.  The  answer  further 
stated^  that,  during  the  whole  of  the  month  of  June,  1837^ 
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1841.  and  at  the  time  when  the  1000  shares  were  cancellecl,  the 
market  price  of  the  shares  was  lower  than  at  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy.  That  on  the  16th  July,  1838,  when  the 
tender  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  debt 
due  to  the  bank,  the  market  price  of  the  shares  was 
loL  10s.  per  share;  and  that,  on  the  3rd  October,  1838, 
when  the  plaintiffs  paid  the  balance  due  to  the  bank,  the 
market  price  was  13/.  &s.  per  share.  The  defendant  con- 
tended that  the  notice  of  the  intended  cancellation  of  the 
shares  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  gave  the  usual  time  al- 
lowed to  parties  to  pay  off  their  debts  before  the  sale  or  can- 
cellation of  their  shares,  and  was  addressed  to  James  and 
Herbert  Hardie,  as  the  registered  shareholders,  at  the  place 
of  abode  as  stated  in  the  shareholders'  register,  or  to  their 
representatives,  and  was  forwarded  through  the  Liverpool 
post-office,  as  provided  by  tlie  51st  clause  of  the  deed 
of  settlement.  The  answer  insisted  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
the  means  and  opportunity  from  the  pass-book  of  know* 
ing  the  state  of  the  account  between  the  bank  and  J.  &  H. 
Hardie.  The  answer  also  stated  that  the  full  value  of  the 
shares  held  by  James  &  H.  Hardie  on  the  20th  June, 
1837,  at  the  market  price,  including  the  right  to  dividends, 
was  £10,000.  That,  at  a  meeting  of  the  directors  on  the 
said  20th  June,  1837,  the  shares  were  declared  to  be  can- 
celled, and  credit  was  given  in  the  account  of  J.  &  H. 
Hardie  for  £10,000.  That  a  resolution  to  that  effect  was 
entered  on  the  minutes  of  the  proceedings  of  the  directors, 
and  that  on  the  24th  June,  in  pursuance  of  the  51st 
clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  notice  that  the  shares  had 
been  cancelled,  and  the  £10,000  placed  to  the  credit  of 
the  said  J.  &  Herbert  Hardie,  or  their  representatives,  was 
sent  through  the  Liverpool  post-office. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  relied  on  the  validity  of 
the  transaction,  and  insisted  on  the  propriety  of  the  can- 
cellation of  the  shares. 

Both  parties  entered  into  evidence.  The  plaintiffs  exa- 
mined several  stock-brokers,  to  prove  the  market-price  of 
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the  shares.    The  effect  of  the  evidence  was,  that  the  market        1S41 . 
price  per  share  on  the  6th  May  and  Ist  June,  1887,  was 
11/.  10».;   on  the  20th  June,  1887,  £11;  on  the  16th 
July,  1838,  18/.  12«.  6d. ;  and,  on  the  8rd  October,  1838, 
18/.  bs. 

The  witnesses  examined  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
were  the  sub-manager  and  cleiiLs  in  the  office  of  the  bank, 
to  prove  the  several  books  and  accounts,  and  share-brokers, 
whose  testimony  as  to  the  value  of  the  shares  on  the  parti- 
cular days  varied  in  some  respects  from  the  evidence  of  the 
share-brokers  examined  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  the 
witnesses  for  the  defendant  estimating  the  value  of  the 
shares  at  a  few  shillings  per  share  less  than  the  witnesses 
for  the  plaintiffs.  All  the  witnesses,  however,  bore  testi- 
mony to  the  fact,  that  if  the  whole  1000  shares  had  been 
at  once  thrown  into  the  market,  the  price  of  shares  would 
have  been  much  depreciated. 

Mr.  Simpkmson,  and  Mr.  Bacon,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^The 
directors  were  merely  mortgagees  of  the  shares,  and  held 
them  as  such,  and  they  were  bound  to  deal  with  them 
as  a  trustee  would  be  required  to  deal  with  trust  pro- 
perty, that  is,  to  get  the  best  price  which  could  be  ob- 
tained. The  defendant  contends  that  no  notice  of  the 
cancellation  was  necessary.  The  first  notice,  however, 
shews  that  the  directors  considered  it  incumbent  on  them 
to  give  notice  of  what  they  intended  to  do,  and  it  is  not 
pretended  that  they  did  not  know  of  the  title  of  the  as- 
signees. They  nevertheless  do  not  give  any  notice  to  the 
assignees,  but  to  the  representatives  of  J.  fr  H.  Hardie, 
taking  the  chance  of  the  notice  being  delivered  by  the 
post-office  to  the  proper  parties.  The  notice  calls  on  the 
representatives  of  James  and  Herbert  Hardie  to  redeem 
the  1000  shares.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  consider 
this  notice  as  a  new  contract  with  the  assignees.  It  was 
impossible  for  the  assignees  to  comply  with  the  notice,  un- 
til they  knew  something  of  the  account;  and  the  directors 
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1841.  refused  to  give  any  account^  referring  the  assignees  to  the 
pass-book.  The  notice  is  also  defective : — "  on  that  day/' 
if  it  means  anything,  means  the  18th  of  June  in  any  year. 
The  evidence  shews  that  credit  was  not  given  for  the  full 
value  of  the  shares.  The  Company  have  taken  on  them* 
selves  to  declare  the  shares  forfeited ;  if  there  has  been  any 
increase  in  the  value^  they  have  had  the  benefit^  and  the 
bankrupt's  estate  has  lost  it.  The  plaintiffs  are  certainly 
unable  to  give  any  satisfactory  explanation  respecting  the 
interval  of  time  between  June,  1887,  and  July,  1888,  but 
there  is  nothing  material  put  in  issue  on  the  subject. 

Mr.  SiDanston,  and  Mr.  Bolt,  for  the  defendants. — ^The 
inability  of  the  plaintiffs  to  account  for  the  period  be- 
tween June,  1887,  and  July,  1888,  is  a  sufBcient  answer 
to  the  case.  It  is  proved  that  there  was  a  remarkable  in- 
crease in  the  value  of  the  shares  during  that  period.  The 
policy  of  the  plaintiffs  was,  to  lay  by  during  that  pe- 
riod, and  watch  the  progress  of  the  market.  Every 
circumstance  was  known  to  the  plaintiffs  in  June,  1887; 
they  nevertheless  forbear  to  assert  their  right  until  the 
market  rises,  and  they  then  rush  in  and  claim  the  benefit. 
It  is  true,  that,  the  answer  does  not  put  this  fact  distinctly 
in  issue,  and  there  is  no  distinct  averment  in  the  pleadings 
on  the  subject.  It  is  in  evidence,  that,  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy, no  notice  was  given  by  the  assignees  of  the  bank- 
rupt, or  by  the  representative  of  the  deceased,  as  required 
by  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  notice  was,  therefore,  cor- 
rectly addressed  to  the  representatives,  and  was  sent  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  could 
not  have  misled  the  parties,  as  the  18th  June  could  only 
mean  the  following  June. 

Admitting  the  plaintiffs  to  be  entitled  to  the  value  of 
the  shares,  credit  has  been  given  for  that  value.  The 
plaintiffs,  however,  insist  on  having  more  than  that  value; 
and,  assuming  their  evidence  to  be  conclusive,  it  would 
appear  that  the  shares  at  the  time  of  the  cancellation 
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>^ere  worth  about  2s,  6d.  a  share  more  than  the  amount  1841 
for  which  the  directors  gave  credit  to  James  and  H. 
Hardie,  but  if  the  1000  shares  had  been  thrown  into 
the  market^  the  price  would  hare  been  greatly  reduced, 
and,  therefore,  credit  has  been  given  for  a  much  larger 
sum  than  would  have  been  realised  by  the  sale  of  the 
shares,  if  thrown  into  the  market.  In  Sparks  y.  Tl^e 
Liverpool  Water-Warks  Compami  (a),  a  bye-law  provided 
for  a  forfeiture  by  non-payment  of  a  call  after  ten  days' 
notice;  and  though  in  that  case  it  was  clear  that  the  non- 
payment  of  thecaU  arose  from  ignorance  of  its  having 
been  made,  from  accidental  circumstances,  and  absence 
from  town  when  the  notice  was  sent,  yet  relief  from  the 
forfeiture  was  refused.  The  clause  of  forfeiture  in  that 
case  was  npt  more  stringent  than  in  the  present.  It  is 
unfair  for  the  party  to  withdraw  whilst  there  is  a  prospect 
of  risk,  and  to  come  in  when  a  profit  arises,  and  time  is  ne- 
cessarily of  the  essence  of  a  contract  in  a  case  of  this  de- 
scription. Dohret  v.  Rothschild  (6). 

The  plaintiffs  are  bound  by  all  the  provisions  of  the 
deed,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  to  say,  that  it  imposes  on 
them  hardship  or  difficulty.  The  deeds  were  prepared 
expressly  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  bankrupts  taking 
any  interest.  No  notice  of  the  forfeiture  was  required  by 
the  deed.  A  party  may  contract  to  waive  or  do  without 
notice.  The  giving  therefore  of  a  notice  which  was  not 
required,  cannot  prejudice  the  rights  of  the  bank,  whether 
the  notice  be  regular  or  irregular.  The  fair  construction 
to  be  given  to  the  transaction  is: — pay  back  the  capital,  or 
else  sell  and  apply  the  purchase-money  in  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  and,  according  to  this  construction,  the  bank 
has  acted  correctly.  The  balance  was  paid  on  the  16th 
July  under  protest,  but  the  protest  is  merely  against  the 
cancelling  of  the  shares,  not  against  the  amount  allowed 
for  the  shares, 

(a)  13  Vei.  428.  (b)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  590. 
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1841.  The  Vice-Chancbllob. — [Without  hearing  the  reply]. 

— ^The  two  Hardies  held  each  500  shares  in  the  Liverpool 
Union  Banking  Company,  which  appear  to  have  been  pur- 
chased with  partnership  monies.  The  bill  is  filed  by  the 
assignees  of  Herbert  Hardie,  who  has  become  a  bankrupt, 
and  the  administratrix  of  James  Hardie,  who  had  previously 
died.  A  clear  title  to  relief  appears  to  be  made  out  by 
the  bUl. 

The  case  stated  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  is,  that  the 
Hardies  being  indebted  to  the  Liverpool' Union  Banking 
Company,  the  directors  exercised  the  right  of  cancelling 
the  shares  given  to  them  by  the  58th  clause,  and  that  they 
did  so  duly  and  effectually;  and  that  the  interests  of  the 
Hardies  in  the  shares  were  thereupon  determined  and  ex- 
tinguished. At  one  period  of  the  discussion^  I  felt  some 
doubt  whether,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty, the  plaintiffs  came  in  time.  In  Dohret  v.  Botha* 
child  (a),  time  was  held  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract, 
where  the  subject  of  the  contract  was  of  such  a  nature  as  to 
be  liable  to  variation  in  its  value.  The  principle  laid  down 
in  that  case  is  a  sound  one.  If  the  complaint  be  in  due 
time,  then  the  rule  to  be  applied,  in  such  a  case,  will  be 
the  rule  adopted  in  ordinary  circumstances.  The  alleged 
wrong  was  done  in  June,  1837,  and  the  bill  was  not  filed 
till  December^  1838.  A  case  might,  perhaps,  have  been 
stated  by  the  answer  and  have  been  proved,  in  which  this 
delay,  with  other  circumstances,  might  have  been  fatal 
to  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill.  Delay  is  not,  however, 
alone  sufficient;  it  must  be  coupled  with  other  circum- 
stances. It  must  also  be  brought  forward  in  such  a  way 
that  the  plaintiff  may  have  an  opportunity  of  rebutting  it| 
and  of  entering  into  evidence  to  explain  or  to  avoid  the 
effect  of  it.  In  my  view  of  the  case,  it  is  clear  that  the 
defendant  has  not  rested  the  defence  on  the  delay  of  the 
plaintiff.    The  answer,  in  what  it  puts  in  issue  on  the  sub- 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  590. 


CASES    IN    CHANCERY.  9S 

jeet,  admits^  that  from  January,  1888,  to  July,  1888,  the  1841. 
plaintiffs  claimed  a  title  to  the  shares.  What  was  the 
value  of  the  shares  between  the  24th  June,  1837,  and  the 
16th  July,  1888,  does  not  appear  from  any  eyidence.  In 
my  view  of  the  case,  it  was  material  to  state  and  to  prove 
this.  For  the  first  half  of  the  year  1888  it  is  admitted 
that  the  demand  was  kept  up,  and  then  a  tender  of  the 
amount  is  made  under  a  protest.  Though  time  is  import- 
ant, and  most  important  when  attended  with  other  circum- 
stances, it  is  nothing  of  itself,  and  I  am  not  able  to  find 
any  such  circumstances  stated  or  proved  on  this  record 
as  will,  on  that  ground,  deprive  the  plaintiffs  of  their  right 
to  relief.  I  am  not  satisfied  with  the  manner  in  which 
the  daim  is  brought  forward  by  the  plaintiffs;  but  I 
am  not  so  dissatisfied  with  it  as  to  be  able  to  refuse  the 
relief  sought  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  next  question  is, 
whether  the  lien  could  be  made  effectual  by  the  forfeiture. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  debt  to  the  Company  is  suffi- 
ciently proved.  At  the  death  of  James  Hardie,  a  debt 
was  due,  and  continued  to  be  due  down  to  the  time  of 
the  bankruptcy  of  Herbert  Hardie.  Taking  the  debt  to 
be  proved,  the  directors  had  a  right  to  exercise  the  power 
given  to  them  by  the  58th  clause.  That  clause  is  most 
singularly  worded ;  there  would  not  appear  to  be  any  thing 
which  it  was  incumbent  on  the  debtor  to  do;  it  merely 
declares,  that  there  shall  be  a  lien  on  the  shares  of  the 
debtor  for  the  amount  of  the  debt,  and  that  the  directors 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  cancel  the  shares  in  liquidation  and 
satisfaction  of  the  debt.  It  might  reasonably  have  been 
expected,  that  there  should  have  been  some  requisition,  so 
as  to  create  a  default ;  but  not  so,  the  Uen  is  to  take  effect 
on  merely  stating  the  debt,  without  stating  any  default. 
No  request  for  payment  is  required,  and,  therefore,  there 
can  be  no  default.  Now,  I  admit,  that  if  the  case  of 
default  had  been  provided  for,  it  might  be  proper  and 
reasonable  to  stipulate  for    the  forfeiture,   in   case   of 


96  CASES    IN    CHANCERY. 

1841.  default;  but  to  say  that  there  shall  be  a  forfeiture^  be- 
cause  there  is  a  debt  without  any  default  in  the  pay- 
ment of  it,  seems  to  be  most  extravagant.  Another  possible 
view  in  which  it  might  be  taken  is,  that  the  forfeiture  was 
to  be  an  extinguishment  of  the  debt ;  but  then  there  is  no 
amount  of  debt  stated  at  which  the  forfeiture  shall  take  place, 
and  therefore  shares  worth  5000/.  might  be  forfeited  for  a 
debt  of  5/.  To  render  this  construction  available,  it  must  be 
put  on  some  certain  principle,  such  as  the  amount  of  the 
debt.  It  was  argued  for  the  defendant,  that  the  shares 
might  be  taken  atpar;  but  if  they  are  to  be  treatedas  security, 
they  cannot  be  taken  otherwise  than  at  their  true  value.  I 
must  consider,  therefore,  that  the  shares,  if  taken,  were  to  be 
taken  at  their  real  value,  and  applied  in  reduction  of  the 
debt.  The  clause  is  easily  understood  in  this  way;  vis. 
that  the  directors  should  not  be  obliged  to  raise  by  a  sale 
of  the  shares,  which  might  be  injurious  to  the  Company, 
the  amount  of  the  debt,  but  might  take  the  shares  in  re- 
duction of  the  debt.  They  had,  therefore,  an  option,  but 
an  option  to  be  exercised  most  scrupulously,  as  it  in  effect 
rendered  them  both  vendors  and  purchasers,  and  gave 
them  the  power  of  taking  the  property  of  their  debtor  in 
satisfaction  of  their  debt.  It  was  an  option  which  required 
the  exercise  of  great  caution  and  delicacy. 

I  will  not  say  that  the  Company  were  not  justified  in 
resorting  to  this  mode  of  cancellation  of  the  debt ;  but 
doing  so  they  were  bound  to  give  the  full  value  of  the 
shares.  The  question  is,  have  they  done  so  ?  It  has  been 
said,  that  if  the  shares  had  been  thrown  into  the  market, 
the  price  of  shares  would  have  been  greatly  depreciated, 
and  the  1000  shares  would  have  produced  much  less  than 
£10,000.  Such  probably  would  have  been  the  case,  but 
the  Company  had  no  right  to  speculate  on  this.  In  my  opin- 
ion, the  full  market  value  should  have  been  credited  in  re- 
spect of  these  shares,  and  it  is  admitted,  that  the  full  market 
value  has  not  been  credited.  It  has  been  said,  that  the  dif- 
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ference  is  only  28.  6d.  per  share;  that^  however^  would  1841  • 
amount  to  iE125 :  and  on  the  evidence^  it  mighty  I  think,  be 
taken  at  something  more,  but  taking  it  at  2«.  6d.  per  share 
only,  and  that  £10,000  only  was  credited,  too  little  appears 
to  have  been  credited.  Another  doubt,  which  in  the  course 
of  the  case  I  have  entertained  is,  whether  the  cancellation 
might  not  in  substance  take  place,  though  credit  might 
not  be  given  for  the  proper  amount.  On  reflection,  how- 
ever, I  am  satisfied  that  there  ia  no  foundation  for  this 
doubt,  and  that  the  sale  must  be  set  aside  altogether.  The 
cancellation,  to  be  effectual,  must  be  attended  with  all 
requisite  conditions;  taken  as  a  sale,  if  the  sale  was  at 
an  improper  price,  the  whole  transaction  must  be  set  aside. 
Other  views  may,  possibly,  be  taken — ^the  settlement  does 
not  require  notice : — ^to  exercise  this  power  without  notice 
would,  however,  have  been  harsh  in  the  extreme.  The 
usual  course  appears  to  have  been  to  give  notice,  and  no- 
tice was  given  in  this  case.  It  has  been  said,  that  though 
notice  was  not  requisite,  yet,  if  given,  it  must  be  considered 
a  proper  notice,  and  to  create  a  new  contract.  I  cannot 
adopt  that  ai^ument.  The  case  of  forfeiture  is  matter  of 
strict  right;  and  if  I  were  bound  to  decide  the  case  on  that 
point,  I  should  hold  they  were  bound  to  redeem,  according 
to  that  notice.  They  did  not  do  so;  but,  on  another  day,  when 
the  prices  were  different.  They  were  bound  to  proceed  modo 
etfarmd.  The  notice  does  not  state  the  amount  of  the  debt, 
or  the  sums  required  for  the  redemption.  I  give  no  opinion 
on  this  point. 

I  am  of  opinion  that  the  sale  must  be  set  aside,  and 
the  parties  restored  to  their  former  position,  as  if  the  can- 
ceUing  had  not  taken  place.    The  accounts  must  be  taken. 

As  to  costs,  I  am  not  entirely  satisfied  as  to  the  mode  in 
which  the  lapse  of  time  is  accounted  for  by  the  plaintiffs, 
but  the  objection  is  not  so  raised  on  tlus  record  as  to  enable 
me  to  refuse  the  relief  sought  by  the  bill.  My  present  im  • 
pression  is,  not  to  give  costs  on  either  side. 

VOL.  I.  H  N.  c.  c. 
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Nov.  2Uh. 


'  Prenderoast  v.  Turton. 


JdY  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  February,  1825,  and  made 
between  Richard  Penrose  of  the  first  part;  Sir  Thomas 
Turton,  Bart.,  Robert  Clarke  and  Charles  Carpenter  of 
the  second  part;  and  the  said  Sir  Thomas  Turton,  Robert 
Clarke,  and  Charles  Carpenter,  and  the  several  other  per- 
sons whose  names  were  thereunto  subscribed  and  seals  af- 
fixed of  the  third  part,  (being  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the 
"  United  Hills  Mine  Company) :"  it  was  covenanted  and 
55c«Si  p«yn>CTi*  agreed,  that  the  capital  of  the  Company  should  consist  of 
Bhare^  but^i^?.  *^®  ^^^  *^  ^^  tKL^A  by  the  sale  of  200  shares  of  £50  each, 
and  of  such  further  sum  or  sums  as  might  be  raised  by  the 
sale  of  new  shares,  under  the  power  for  that  purpose  therein 
contained,  such  new  shares  not  to  exceed  the  whole  number 
of  shares,  including  the  number  of  300;  that  there  should  be 
the'proprietyof  three  directors  of  the  Company,  each  of  whom  should  hold 
twenty  shares,  and  that  Sir  Thomas  Turton,  Robert  Clarke, 
and  Charles  Carpenter  should  be  the  directors  and  trustees 
of  the  Company;  that  the  directors  should  continue  to  hold 
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advUabie.  The  office  from  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  for  the 
were  share!^  ^  spacc  of  scvcn  years  then  next  ensuing,  and  until  the  first 
thl^'Sount  ^*»y  ^^^^^  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ™®«**^  of  June,  1832,  and 

of  their  calls, 

but  in  October,  1826,  were  informed  by  the  secretary  of  the  Company,  that  he  had  some  time 
since  mentioned  to  a  person  (who  was  the  plaintiffs'  agent  for  payment  of  their  calls),  that  in 
the  previous  July  the  directors  had  resolved  to  increase  the  amount  of  calls  on  each  share.  To 
this  die  plaintifTs  objected,  and  they  refused  to  pay  the  additional  calls.  An  altercation  by  letter 
ensued  till  about  August,  1828,  when  the  plaintiffs,  as  they  alleged,  left  the  country.  In  July,1828, 
their  shares  were  declared  forfeited.  The  other  shareholders  then  continued  to  work  the  mine, 
but  the  concern  was  unsuccessful  till  the  year  1835,  when  it  began  to  make  an  increasing  profit. 
In  November,  1837,  the  plaintiffs,  as  they  alleged  by  their  biU,  returned  to  this  country.  In 
September,  1838,  they  filed  their  bill  to  be  let  into  the  receipt  of  the  profits  with  the  other 
shareholders. .  It  did  not  appear  in  evidence  whether  the  phuntiffs  were  absent  from  this 
country,  or  where  they  were,  between  August,  1828,  and  November,  1837,  except  that  it  was 
admitted  by  the  defiendants  that  in  1828  they  were  in  Jersey.  Many  acts  of  irregularity  and 
misconduct  in  the  management  of  the  concern  during  the  interval  were  admitted  by  the  de- 
fendants, and  amongst  ouers  the  fact,  that,  during  a  g^reat  portion  of  that  period,  the  concern 
was  managed  by  an  insufficient  number  of  directors.  The  plaintiffs  had  no  means,  under  the 
deed  of  settlement,  of  dissolving  the  society  :—Heldf  that  the  plaintiffs,  not  having  sufficiently 
accounted  for  their  acts  and  condact  during  the  interval  between  August,  1828,  and  November, 
1837,  must  be  considered  as  having  acquiesced  in  the  conduct  of  the  directors  and  other  share- 
holders in  the  concern,  and  were  not  entitled  to  the  relief  sought  by  their  bill. 


'/ 
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then  should  go  out  of  office^  but  might  neyertheleBS  be  re-         1841. 
elected  by  the  proprietors  or  directors  for  the  then  seven  p^'^JP'     \ 
years  next  ensuing^  or  for  any  shorter  term.    That  the  ». 

directors  should  have  power  to  renew  leases^  &c.  That  the 
directors  for  the  time  being  should  give  one  month's 
notice  in  each  year  of  a  general  court  of  proprietors^  to  be 
holden  at  the  office  of  the  Company  on  the  first  Friday  in 
June  in  each  year^  by  letter  sent  to  each  proprietor. 
That  at  such  general  court  a  report  should  be  made  to  the 
proprietors  by  the  directors  of  the  state  of  the  mine, 
and  an  account  given  of  the  receipts  and  expenditure. 
That  as  to  all  questions  relating  to  any  business  or  matter 
to  be  transacted  at  the  general  meetings  or  any  special 
general  meetings  a  majority  of  the  votes  of  all  qualified 
proprietors  present  not  declining  to  vote  should  be  suffi- 
cient to  decide  the  same,  except  for  altering  or  rescinding 
the  laws  or  regulations  of  the  Company  or  diggoMfig 
the  same,  as  thereinafter  mentioned.  That  every  proprie- 
tor should,  on  paying  into  the  banking-house  of  the  Com- 
pany his  first  instalment,  subscribe  his  name  and  place 
of  abode  in  a  book  of  the  Company,  &c.,  and  such  signa- 
ture should  entitle  the  shareholder  to  be  considered  from 
thenceforth  as  one  of  the  proprietors  of,  and  adventurers 
in,  the  said  Company,  and  to  the  receipt  of  all  the  benefit 
and  advantage  thereof,  in  proportion  to  the  shares  holden 
by  him  or  her,  so  long  as  he  or  she  should  comply  with  the 
conditions  thereto  annexed,  and  should  pay  the  several 
instalments  on  the  said  shares  of  £50  each,  as  the  same 
should  be  called  for  by  the  said  directors  for  the  time 
being.  That  the  directors  of  the  said  Company  should 
have  power  to  call  for  instalments  on  the  said  shares  at 
such  times  and  in  such  proportions  as  should  be  necessaiy^ 
and,  if  necessary,  should  have  power  to  call  for  the  whole 
instalments ;  and  in  case  the  same  should,  in  the  judgment 
of  the  directors  for  the  time  being,  be  insufficient  for  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  said  mine  without  further  aidj 

h2 
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1841.        then  and  in  such  case  the  directors  should  call  a  meeting 
Prbnobroabt  °^  *^®  proprietors,  and  lay  before  them  a  full  and  particular 
^'  account  of  the  state  of  the  concerns  of  the  said  Company, 

and  submit  to  their  decision  the  propriety  of  increasing 
the  number  of  shares,  or  of  taking  such  other  steps  as  might 
appear  advisable.    That  in  case  any  instalment  or  instal- 
ments so  called  for  by  the  directors  as  aforesaid  should  be 
unpaid  for  the  space  of  fourteen  days  after  the  day  fixed 
for  the  payment  thereof,  the  share  or  shares  on  which  such 
payment  was  called  for  and  unpaid,  and  all  the  instalments 
which  should  have  been  previously  paid  thereupon,  should 
be  absolutely  forfeited  for  the  benefit  of  the  Company;  and 
the  original  holder  thereof  should  cease  from  such  period 
to  have  any  interest,  or  advantage,  or  concern  whatsoever 
in  the  said  Company  or  mine,  in  respect  of  the  share  or 
shares  so  forfeited.    That  if  at  any  time  or  times  there- 
after it  should  become  necessary  to  increase  the  said  shares 
of  the  said  mine  or  Company  by  the  addition  of  the 
number  of  100  more  shares  of  £50  each,  as  before  pro- 
vided, the  increased  number  of  such  shares  should  be 
allotted  and  divided  to  and  in  equal  proportions  amongst 
the  then  proprietors  according  and  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  shares ;  and  in  case  any  such  proprietors  should 
decline  to    increase    his   or  their  shares  by  such  pro- 
portionate  addition  thereto,  the  shares  declined  to  be 
taken  by  such  proprietor  or  proprietors  should  be  divided 
equally  amongst  such  remaining  proprietors,  &c.     That 
the  proprietors,  who  were  in  future  to  be  eligible  to 
fill  the  offices  of  directors,  should  be  elected  as  follows, 
(that  is  to  say), — every  vacancy  occasioned  in  the  ofSce  of 
director  by  removal,  death,  or  resignation,  or  by  any  other 
means  except  that  of  going  out  at  the  expiration  of  the 
period  for  which  they  were  elected,  should  be  filled  up  with 
all  convenient  speed  by  the  election  of  a  new  director 
at  the  annual  general  meeting,  or  at  any  special  general 
meeting  to  be  specifically  called  for  that  purpose.    That 
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the  control  and  management  of  the  funds  of  the  Company         1841. 
should  be  vested  in  the  directors  for  the  time  beings  and  p^^^^^^ast 
they  were  thereby  authorized  and  empowered  at  the  general  '* 

annual  meeting  of  the  proprietors  to  declare  such  dividend 
as  in  their  judgment  should  be  proper  to  be  made  amongst 
the  proprietors,  according  to  their  respective  shares. 

The  deed  contained  no  provision  relating  to  the  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  notwithstanding  the  allusion  to 
such  provision  before  mentioned. 

The  deed  was  executed  by  the  directors  and  the  other 
proprietors  or  shareholders  in  the  undertaking,  and, 
amongst  others,  by  a  Mr.  Seijeant,  who  was  then  the 
secretary,  and  who  held  twenty-five  shares.  Of  these 
shares  he  sold  four  to  Miss  Mary  Kent,  and  two  to  her 
sister.  Miss  Isabella  Kent;  and  though  the  shares  re- 
mained for  some  time  in  the  name  of  Serjeant,  the  Miss 
Kents  were  treated  by  the  Company  as  the  real  owners  of 
those  shares.  Upon  the  occasion  of  Serjeant  ceasing  to 
be  secretary,  their  names  were  entered  in  the  books  of 
the  Company. 

The  Miss  Kents  regularly  paid  the  amount  of  calls 
which  were  made  upon  them  in  respect  of  their  shares,  to 
the  fuU  extent  of  £50  per  share.  Before  paying  the  last 
instalment,  Mary  Kent  wrote  a  letter,  dated  in  September, 
1826,  to  Mr.  Hebden,  the  then  secretary  of  the  Company, 
in  which,  after  proposing  to  pay  the  tenth  instalment,  due 
on  the  shares  of  herself  and  sister,  she  requested  to  know 
whether  that  was  likely  to  be  the  last  call;  adding  that 
she  was  anxious  to  settle  for  all  that  was  due  without  loss 
of  time,  as  she  was  on  the  eve  of  leaving  home.  To  this 
answer  Mr.  Hebden  replied  in  a  letter  dated  the  27th 
of  September,  in  which  he  stated  that  he  had  some  time 
previously  mentioned  to  Mr.  Wilson,  (a  gentleman  who 
had  been  in  the  habit  of  paying  the  calls  for  the  Miss 
Kents),  that  at  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders  it  had  been 
resolved  to  meet  the  expenses  of  the  mine  by  additional 
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1841.        calls  rather  than  by  an  increase  in  the  number  of  shares^ 
PuNDBRolsT  "*^  *^**  *  ^^  ^^  ^^  *  share  had  been  made^  which  had  been 
V.  paid  on  the  10th  inst.     In  reply  to  this  letter  Mary  Kent 

wrote  a  letter  to  Hebden^  in  which  she  said  that  she  should 
make  some  arrangement  for  the  payment  of  the  additional 
£5  a  share ;  adding^  however^  that  she  was  not  prepared 
for  this  last  demand^  as  she  had  been  led  to  suppose  by 
the  former  secretary  that  no  more  than  half  the  original 
sum  of  £50  would  be  required. 

The  resolution  to  which  Mr.  Hebden  alluded  to  in  his 
letter  to  Miss  Kent^  was  passed  at  a  meeting  which  took 
place  on  the  27th  July^  1826^  and  was  in  these  terms : — 

"  Besolved^  that  the  mines  be  prosecuted  with  as  much 
attention  to  the  diminution  of  expense  as  possible ;  and 
that  calls  on  each  shareholder  be  in  proportion  to  the  num- 
ber of  shares  held  by  each^  and  at  intervals  as  great  as 
the  nature  of  the  work  contemplated  will  admit.'' 

In  Noyember^  1826^  Mary  Kent  married  captain  Stephen 
Prendergast.  Soon  after  the  marriage,  Mrs.  Prendergast 
received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Hebden,  in  which,  on  the  part 
of  the  Company,  he  demanded  payment  of  the  additional 
instalment  of  £5  per  share,  mentioned  in  his  former  let- 
ter, and  also  a  further  additional  instalment  to  the  same 
amount.  These  additional  payments  Captain  Prendergast 
and  Miss  Kent  refused  to  make ;  and  they  questioned  the 
right  of  the  Company  to  enforce  them. 

A  long  correspondence  then  ensued  between  Captain 
Prendergast  and  Mr.  Hebden,  in  the  course  of  which  the 
former  repeatedly  offered  to  sell  his  shares  to  the  Com- 
pany at  a  reduced  rate;  and  by  a  letter  of  the  22nd  Feb- 
ruary, 1827,  he  made  a  specific  offer  of  the  shares  to  the 
Company  at  £25  per  cent.  These  offers  were  refused  on 
the  ground  that  the  additional  calls  had  not  been  paid  up. 
An  objection  was  also  raised,  that  the  shares  in  question 
were  not  legal  interests,  but  held  in  trust  only.    Captain 
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Prendergast  and  Miss  Kent  then  attempted  to  sell  their 
shares  to  third  persons;  and  with  this  view^  tendered  to 
the  Company^  for  their  approval^  a  draft  assignment  of  the 
legal  interest.  The  Company^  however^  declined  to  do 
more  upon  this  subject^  than  to  consent  to  a  case  being 
laid  before  counsel. 

During  these  proceedings^  fresh  calls  were  continually 
made  for  instalments ;  and  on  the  6th  of  June^  1828^  a 
meeting  of  proprietors  was  held^  at  which  Captain  Pren- 
d^gast  and  Miss  Kent  were  reported  by  the  secretary  to 
be  considerably  in  arrear  in  the  payment  of  their  instal- 
ments, and  it  was  ordered,  that  they  should  be  written  to, 
and  apprized,  that  unless  the  arrears  of  their  shares  were 
paid  up  within  a  fortnight,  the  shares  would  be  forfeited. 
On  the  31st  July,  1828,  no  letter  having  been  received  in 
answer  to  the  notices  sent  in  pursuance  of  the  foregoing 
resolution,  the  shares  of  Captain  Prendergast  and  Miss 
Kent  were  declared  forfeited. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  5th  September,  1888,  by  Cap- 
tain and  Mrs.  Prendergast,  against  the  then  directors. 
Sir  T.  Turton,  Duncan  Campbell  and  Clarke,  and  against 
Serjeant  and  Miss  Kent,  the  latter  of  whom  had  assigned 
her  interest  to  the  plaintiff.  It  alleged,  that,  in  1828,  the 
working  of  the  mine  was  entirely  suspended;  that,  for 
some  years  afterwards,  little  or  no  profit  was  derived  from 
it';  that,  during  the  whole  of  that  time,  the  plaintiffs  were 
absent  from  this  country,  and  in  consequence  of  the  state 
of  the  concern  took  no  further  proceedings  in  respect  of 
their  shares,  but  that  the  plaintiffs  returned  to  England  at 
the  latter  end  of  1837,  when  they  applied  to  have  their 
shares  restored  to  them.  The  bill  prayed,  that  the  declar- 
ation of  forfeiture  of  the  plaintiffs'  shares  might  be  de- 
clared void,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  might  be  let  in  to  par« 
ticipate  in  the  profits  of  the  mine,  upon  payment  of  their 
share  of  all  expenses  incurred  in  the  working  of  it;  and  with 
reference  to  certain  alterations  which  had  taken  place  in 
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1841.        the  constitution  of  the  Company^  and  certain  alleged  mis- 
Pbsndmoast  ^^^^ct  on  the  part  of  the  directors^  it  prayed  that  the  re- 
V-  solutions,  by  which  it  had  been  attempted  to  subdivide  the 

shares,  might  be  declared  void  against  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that  the  business  of  the  Company  might  be  decreed  to  be 
carried  on  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  indenture  of 
settlement,  and  that  the  directors  might  be  decreed  to  ac- 
count for  all  sums  of  money  improperly  appropriated  by 
them  out  of  the  funds  of  the  Company. 

The  defendants,  Turton,  Campbell,  and  Clarke,  by  their 
answer,  denied  that  the  working  of  the  mine  had,  at  any 
time  since  August,  1828,  been  entirely,  or  almost  entirely, 
suspended;  but  on  the  contrary  alleged,  that  it  had  been 
ever  since  in  full  work,  though  the  working  of  it  was  at- 
tended with  considerable  loss,  till  about  the  year  1835, 
when  it  began  to  yield  a  profit ;  aud  they  verily  believed, 
that  the  circumstance  of  the  mine  now  yielding  a  con- 
siderable profit  had  induced  the  plaintiffs  to  take  the  pre- 
sent proceedings.  They  admitted,  in  answer  to  a  charge 
in  the  bill  as  to  that  particular,  that,  at  a  meeting  of  share- 
holders held  on  the  7th  of  March,  which  was  attended  by 
the  defendants,  and  of  which,  of  course,  no  notice  was 
given  to  the  plaintiffs,  it  was  resolved  that  certain  clauses 
in  the  deed  of  settlement  should  be  annulled,  and  that  the 
capital  of  the  Company  should  thenceforth  consist  of  4000 
scrip  shares  of  £5  each,  making  a  capital  of  £20,000,  and 
that  twenty  new  scrip  shares  should  be  allotted  for  each  old 
share,  and  that  the  shares  of  the  plaintiff  and  Miss  Kent 
should  be  sold  for  the  use  of  the  Company. 

With  respect  to  the  charges  of  misconduct  in  the  direc- 
tors, the  following  facts  were  admitted  by  the  answer: — ^that 
Carpenter,  one  of  the  original  directors,  died  in  1831 ;  that 
the  time  for  Turton  and  Clarke  continuing  in  office  would, 
according  to  the  deed  of  settlement,  expire  in  1832 ;  that 
Turton  and  Clarke,  nevertheless,  continued  the  only  direc- 
tors till  October,  1834,  when  Clarke  became  a  bankrupt ; 
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and  tliat  Turton  afterwards  was  sole  director  till  1885,  1841. 
when  Campbell  joined  him  in  the  direction.  Turton,  how- 
ever, in  justification  of  himself,  stated  that  in  June,  1882, 
there  were  no  other  shareholders  qualified,  who  would  ac- 
cept the  ofSce,  and  that  in  June,  1885,  he  was  re-elected. 
As  to  CampbeU,  it  was  admitted,  that  he,  at  the  suggestion 
and  with  the  assistance  of  Turton,  qualified  himself  for  the 
direction  by  purchasing,  at  the  low  price  of  iS50,  twenty 
shares  of  one  Harding,  who  had  been  formerly  a  director 
of  the  Company,  but  who  had,  in  1880,  absconded  from 
this  country,  while  indebted  to  the  Company  in  £800 ; 
and  that  several  sums  were  due  on  these  shares  for  calls 
in  1829  and  1880,  which  had  never  been  paid  up.  It  was 
also  admitted,  that  Turton  had  chaiged  the  Company  with 
his  salary  of  £100  a  year  from  1826  to  1886,  during  a  great 
part  of  which  period  the  mine  had  been  unproductive. 

It  appeared  from  the  admissions,  that  the  meetings,  in 
which  the  proceedings  relative  to  the  forfeiture  of  the 
plainti£fs'  shares  were  discussed,  had  been  in  several  re- 
spects informally  held. 

There  was  no  satisfactory  evidence  as  to  the  exact  resi- 
dence of  the  plaintiffs  during  the  time  o'f  their  aUeged 
absence  from  England.  It  was  admitted  by  the  defend- 
ants, that  in  1827  and  1828  they  were  in  Jersey. 

Three  grounds  of  defence  were  set  up  by  the  answer : — 
first,  want  of  parties ;  secondly,  multifariousness ;  thirdly, 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  length  of  time  independent 
of  the  statute. 

Upon  the  first  point,  the  defendants'  counsel  contended, 
that  all  the  shareholders,  they  being  all  interested  in  the 
introduction  of  the  plaintiffs  into  the  concern,  should  be 
parties ;  but,  at  all  events,  that  the  persons  present  at  the 
making  of  the  resolutions  sought  to  be  annulled,  should  be 
parties.  This  point,  however,  there  being  no  necessity 
for  it,  was  not  determined. 
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184L  Upon  the  second  pointy  the  plaintiffs'  counsel  referred  to 

Prrkdbroast  ^^^  ^'  Cbofc  («),  and  Wynne  ¥•  Callander  (A).    As  to  the 
»•  third  point — 

TURTOK. 

Mr.  Sin^kinsan  and  Mr.  Thomas  Tkimer,  for  the  plaintiffs, 
said,  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  subject ;  the  important  part  of  the  defence  was 
that  which  rested  on  length  of  time,  independently  of  the 
statute.  It  is  a  startling  proposition  to  say,  that  parties 
who  have  advanced  considerable  capital,  no  part  of  which 
has  been  repaid  to  them,  are  to  have  no  relief  in  respect  of 
their  advances,  merely  because  of  the  lapse  of  a  few  years. 
Suppose  the  concern  had  been  unprosperous,  and  the  di- 
rectors had  dissolved  partnership,  would  not  the  plaintiffs, 
have  been  entitled  to  an  account,  and  to  credit  for  what 
they  had  advanced?  Could  it  be  said  in  answer  to  such  a 
claim,  that  six  or  seven  years  had  elapsed  since  the  claim 
arose?  The  length  of  time  might  and  ought  to  have  consi- 
derable weight  to  induce  the  Court  to  do  justice  to  the  de- 
fendants; but  it  would  not  altogether  bar  the  plaintiffs, 
they  being  recti  in  curid,  and  the  statute  not  applying.  In 
Id^e  V.  Craddock  (c),  the  partnership  had  been  abandoned 
by  the  father  of  the  defendant  thirty  years  before  the  bill 
was  filed,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  four  survivors  were 
entitled  to  the  whole  concern ;  but  the  decision  of  the 
Master  of  the  Rolls  was,  that,  though  the  legal  estate  sur- 
vived to  the  four,  Craddock's  representatives  had  an  equity 
in  one-fifth.  [The  Vice- Chancellor  referred  to  Norway  v. 
Bmoe  (d),  and  Senhouse  v.  Christian  («)] .  It  is  submitted 
that  those  cases  depend  on  circumstances  differing  very 

(a)  5  Madd.  122.  '  in  the  Regiftrar*8  book.  The  prayer 

(6)  1  Russ.  293.  of  the  bill  wDI  be  found  in  R.  L. 

(c)  3  P.  W.  158.  1793  B.  fo.  712,  and  the  hearing 

(<0  19  Vet.  144.  and  dismissal  of  the  suit  is  recorded 

{e)  Id.  157.  It  does  not  appear  in  R.  L.  1794  B.  fo.  257. 
that  the  facts  of  this  case  are  stated 
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Btrongly  firom  such  as  occur  here,  though,  if  this  case        1841. 
be  considered  with  reference  to   them,    the   principles  pn^ji^i^oxsT 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Norway  y.  Rowe,  are  per-       _^ *- 
fectly  consistent  with  those  on  which  this  case  must  be 
decided. 

This  is  not  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  has  his  election 
between  law  and  equity,  or  in  which,  there  being  a  remedy 
at  law,  a  Court  of  equity  gives  extraordinary  relief.  In 
cases  of  that  sort,  no  doubt  the  utmost  promptitude  is  re- 
quired of  a  plaintiff.  In  this  case  the  remedy  is  entirely 
in  equity,  and  the  relief  to  be  administered  depends  on  the 
consideration  of  firaud.  The  defendants  here  can  have  no 
advantage  firom  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  or  from  that 
analogy  to  the  statute  on  which  this  Court  firequently  acts; 
but  it  is  suggested  that  their  ground  of  defence  is  the  ac- 
quiescence of  the  plaintiffs.  But  acquiescence  as  distin- 
gmshed  firom  the  statutory  bar  of  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions, is  founded  intrinsically  on  the  subject  of  fraud.  The 
parties  against  whom  the  doctrine  of  acquiescence  has 
been  enforced,  have  either  concealed  their  rights,  or  led 
the  other  party  to  believe  their  rights  have  been  waived,  and 
so  have  inveigled  that  other  party  into  expense,  leaving  him 
to  expect  that  he  should  have  the  sole  benefit.  That  is  a 
firaud  upon  parties  who  lend  out  their  money  upon  that 
faith,  and  those  who  so  act  cannot  afterwards  come  for- 
ward under  colour  of  enforcing  their  rights :  East  India 
C(ympany  v.  Vincent  {a),  Hanmng  v.  Ferrers  (6),  Amot  v. 
BiMcoe  (c).  *  But  in  the  former  of  these  cases.  Lord  Hard- 
mcke  took  the  distinction  as  to  dealing  with  another 
person's  property  with  or  without  his  acquiescence.  If 
the  party  dealing  with  the  property  has  notice  of  the  other 
party's  rights,  and  no  reason  to  suppose  that  he  may  not 
pursue  them,  the  doctrine  of  acquiescence  falls  to  the 
ground,  because  there  is  no  firaud.    What  would  Lord 

(a)  2  Atk.  83.         (b)  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  85.         (e)  2  Vez.  sen.  96. 
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1841.        Hardwicke  have  said  to  a  case  in  which  the  party  was  ex- 
PaBWDsmoABT   ®l^d^  from  his  own  property?    The  plaintiffs  could  not 
V*  enforce  their  right;  it  was  not  practicable.     They  have 

done  enough  to  establish  their  legal  rights^  and  are  entitled 
to  a  decree  with  all  their  costs.  The  majority,  without 
the  plaintiff's'  consent,  thought  proper  to  call  on  them  for 
an  additional  sum;  the  plaintiffs  did  not  agree.  Were 
they  not  at  liberty  so  to  do?  Having  entered  into  a 
limited  engagement,  were  they  to  be  compelled  to  go  into 
a  larger  one?  They  were  not  bound  to  submit  to  those 
farther  calls.  Could  they  get  back  their  capital?  Admit- 
ting they  had  a  legal  right  to  determine  the  partnership, 
how  was  that  to  be  enforced,  while  the  majority  chose  to 
go  on?  They  could  only  dissolve  it  by  a  bill,  to  which  all 
the  shareholders  would  be  necessary  parties.  They  were 
compelled,  therefore,  either  to  continue  paying  more  than 
was  required  by  the  deed,  or  to  forfeit  their  shares.  Has 
this  result  any  foundation  in  the  deed,  or  in  law,  or  in  jus- 
tice? The  plaintiffs  thought  it  unnecessary  to  repeat  use- 
less applications.  There  was  a  quiescence  for  nine  years, 
but  no  acquiescence  for  a  moment.  The  plaintiffs  offered 
every  reasonable  concession:  what  more  could  be  done? 
There  was  no  voluntary  abandonment — ^no  abandonment 
of  their  interests  at  all :  and  that  distinguishes  this  case 
from  Senhousev.  Christian,  In  that  case,  which  is  reported 
in  a  short  note,  and  Norway  v.  Rowe,  the  parties  working 
the  mine  had  reason  to  believe  from  the  other  parties, 
that  they  had  abandoned  their  interest.  Here,  all  the 
plaintiffs  did  was  to  refuse  to  go  on  in  the  way  proposed 
by  the  majority,  and  which  was  contrary  to  the  settlement; 
for  it  cannot  be  contended  that  such  a  vague  expression  as 
''taking  such  other  steps  as  shall  appear  advisable,''  gave 
them  power  to  remodel  the  company.  Supposing,  even, 
they  could  have  proved  a  case  of  acquiescence  against  the 
plaintiffs,  they  have  not  made  that  case  by  their  answer. 
They  rely  on  the  statute,  and  also  on  length  of  time — which 
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only  means  the  statute^  and  length  of  time  bj  analogy  to 
the  statute.  Then  they  allege  that  if  the  concern  had 
not  turned  out  profitable,  the  plaintiffs  would  not  have 
applied  to  the  Court.  But  to  make  a  case  of  acquiescence 
they  ought  to  have  alleged  that  the  plaintiff's  had  given 
them  reason  to  suppose,  that  in  no  case  should  they  apply 
to  the  Court. 

Mr.  Swanaion,  and  Mr.  Lovai,  for  the  defendants,  were 
stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^As  to  the  objection  for  want 
of  parties,  after  carefully  attending  to  the  argument  of  Mr. 
Swanaton,  I  considered  that  the  best  course  was  to  reserve 
that  question  till  the  case  had  been  fully  heard  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  and  de- 
fendants. The  case  has  now  been  fully  heard  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and,  as  I  think,  a  case  has  not  been  made 
upon  which  this  Court,  according  to  the  principles  on  which 
it  acts,  would  be  justified  in  giving  the  plaintiffs  relief,  I 
think  it  would  be  useless  now  to  enter  into  the  question 
of  parties.  To  decide  in  favour  of  plaintiffs  who  fail  on 
the  merits,  would  be  unnecessary ;  to  decide  in  favour  of 
the  defendants  would  be  to  drive  the  plaintiffs  to  amend 
their  bill,  in  a  case  where  there  was  no  prospect  of  relief. 

I  beg  it,  therefore,  to  be  imderstood,  that  I  give  no 
opinion  whatever  on  the  question  of  parties. 

Another  point  there  is,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
cide, and  which  I  wish  not  in  any  manner  to  be  considered 
as  deciding — I  mean  the  question  whether  the  course, 
which  the  directors  thought  proper  to  take  as  to  the  for- 
feiture of  the  shares,  was  such  as  ought  to  have  been 
pursued,  and  whether  their  proceedings  could  not  have 
been  set  aside,  if  steps  had  been  taken  in  time  for  that 
purpose.  My  judgment  is  entirely  consistent  with  the  sup- 
position that  all  they  did  was  unauthorized,  and  capable  of 
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1841.        being  impeached  successfully^  if  the  plaintiffs  had  come 

^'  The  point  which  has  struck  me  from  the  beginning  (and 

upon  which  every  thing  that  could  be  said  has  been  said 
by  counsel)  is  the  time  at  which  the  suit  has  been  insti- 
tuted, having  regard  to  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  property, 
and  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  This  is  a  mineral  pro- 
perty,— a  property,  therefore,  of  a  mercantile  nature,  ex- 
posed to  hazard,  fluctuations,  and  contingencies  of  various 
kinds,  requiring  a  large  outlay,  and  producing,  perhaps,  a 
considerable  amount  of  profit  in  one  year,  and  losing  it  the 
next  It  requires,  and  of  all  properties  perhaps  the  most 
requires,  the  parties  interested  in  it  to  be  vigilant  and 
active  in  asserting  their  rights.  This  rule,  frequently 
asserted  by  Lord  Eldon,  is  consonant  with  reason  and 
justice.  Lord  Eldon  always  acted  upon  it,  and  has  been 
followed  by  subsequent  judges  of  great  knowledge,  ex- 
perience, and  eminence.  Now,  in  the  present  case,  con- 
ceding, for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the  shareholders 
could  not  be  compelled  to  contribute  beyond  £50  a  share, 
and  did  no  wrong  in  declining  to  make  advances  beyond 
that  sum,  yet  the  result  of  all  the  circumstances  of  this 
case  appears  to  have  been,  that  the  mine  could  not  be 
carried  on  without  further  outlay. 

The  plaintiffs  objected  to  this  further  outlay ;  and  then 
a  considerable  discussion  ensued,  which  was  substantially 
concluded  in  1828.  Some  subsequent  letters  were  written, 
but  they  did  not,  I  think,  materially  vary  that  state  of 
the  case.  The  residence  of  the  plaintiffs  was  occasionally 
in  Jersey  and  occasionally  in  England;  but  they  never 
appear  to  have  been  absent  from  the  Queen's  dominions. 
In  this  state  of  things,  the  concern  not  improving,  and 
the  plaintiff  and  Miss  Kent  refusing  to  contribute  to 
its  necessities  beyond  the  amount  already  stated,  some 
parties  are  found  who  are  willing  to  stem  the  difficulties 
and  incur  the  hazard;  and  from  this  period,  through  several 
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years  down  to  1885,  they  ventore  to  carry  on  the  concern.        1841. 
In  1886  affairs  begin  to  look  better,  and  the  mine,  whether  p„^B«moAiiT 
legally  or  illegally,  wisely  or  unwisely,  is  in  that  year  new  »• 

modelled,  and  the  shareholders  are  turned  into  what  are 
called  scripholders.  Matters  go  on  in  this  manner  in  1886 
and  1887,  and  it  was  not  till  November,  1887,  when  the 
result  of  the  struggle  had  appeared,  that,  after  a  profit  had 
been  made  by  the  unassisted  efforts  of  those  who  still  ad- 
hered to  the  speculation,  the  plaintiff  and  Miss  Kent  ap- 
plied for  and  claimed  their  shares.  Negotiations  were 
then  set  on  foot,  demands  and  refusals  took  place  in  the 
ordinary  way,  and  it  was  not  till  September,  1888,  that  the 
bill  was  filed ;  but,  the  demand  may  be  taken  as  made  in 
1837. 

I  was  anxious,  being  impressed  very  much  with  Mr. 
Sbnpkifuof^s  opening  of  the  case,  as  it  related  to  the  con- 
duct of  the  directors,  to  have  the  time  which  so  elapsed 
in  some  way  accounted  for, — ^to  have  the  chasm  between 
the  years  1828  and  1887  in  some  manner  filled  up, — ^to 
have  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiffs  during  that  time  in  some 
measure  explained, — to  have. the  case  placed  in  a  position 
upon  which  the  Court  could  fasten  itself,  in  order  to  give 
the  plaintiffs  that  property  which  they  might  have  been 
entitled  to,  had  they  presented  themselves  here  in  due 
time.  But  I  am  unable  to  find  the  means  of  doing  this. 
Here  is  a  mineral  property,  the  subject  of  great  un- 
certainty and  fluctuation.  After  its  character  has  been 
established  with  much  difficulty — after  a  period  of  nine 
years,  during  which  they  rendered  no  assistance  to  the 
concern,  a  claim  is  brought  forward  by  those  who  are  now 
willing  to  share  in  its  prosperity.  It  appears  to  me,  that 
although  this  is  a  case  to  be  decided  in  equity  only,  and  at 
the  hearing,  and  not  on  any  interlocutory  motion,  it  is  im- 
possible to  say,  (consistently  with  my  views  of  what  are 
the  principles  of  this  Court),  that  the  plaintiffs  can  be  as- 
sisted. 
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1841.  The  waj  in  which  thej  state  their  case,  as  to  this  part 

Prbmdb&gast  ^^  ^^'  ^  ^^ '  (^^^  Honour  then  read  a  passage  in  the  bill ; 
^^9-  see  ante,  p.  108).    The  claim,  therefore,  was  not  brought 

forward  till  November,  1837,  and,  if  there  is  any  allega- 
tion, there  is  no  evidence,  of  there  being  any  recent  dis- 
covery of  their  rights. 

It  has  been  suggested,  that  this  has  not  been  put  in 
issue.  I  think  it  has,  however,  in  various  parts  of  the 
answer,  in  pointed  allusions  to  the  value  and  fluctuation 
of  the  property,  and  the  conduct  imputed  to  the  plain* 
tiffs  in  lying  by  during  the  existence  of  the  fluctuation 
and  the  struggle.  I  find  it,  therefore,  impossible  to  give 
that  relief  to  the  plaintiffs  which  they  seek. 

His  Honour  then  said,  that,  unless  he  heard  any  ail- 
ment to  the  contrary,  he  should  dismiss  the  bill  without 
costs.  No  such  argument  being  raised  for  the  defendants, 
the  bill  was  dismissed  without  costs  accordingly. 

Dee,  sth.  His  Honour,  in  the  course  of  the  argument  in  IkMoch  v. 
Hartley,  adverting  to  the  foregoing  case,  said,  that  though 
his  opinion  remained  the  same,  he  thought  it  not  an  unfit 
case  to  be  submitted  to  the  Lord  Chancellor. 


Dee.  3rd,  4th.  TrEWEEK  V.  TuBNEB. 

In  order  to        Mr.  SANDYS,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved,  under  the  22nd 

enable  the  plain-      »    ■. 

tiff  to  file  a  note  of  the  orders  of  August  26,  1841,  for  leave  to  file  a  note, 
^Ae  OrderT  ^J^^er  the  21  st  of  those  Orders.  He  produced  the  certifi- 
of  Aug.  1S41,     cate  of  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  court  as  to  the  defendant 

there  must  be  ^ 

an  affidaYit  of     having  entered  an  appearance  on  the  17th  of  Februaiy  last. 

appearance 
entered. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^That  is  a  certificate  of  the 
plaintiff's  own  agent  in  his  own  favour.  There  must  be 
an  affidavit. 
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The  motion  was  afterwards  granted,  on  the  affidavit  of 
the  plaintiff's  solicitor's  derk,  which  was  to  the  effect  that 
he  had  examined  the  book  of  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  court, 
and  that  of  the  defendant's  clerk  in  court,  and  that,  on 
examining  the  latter,  he  was  enabled  to  state,  that  the 
appearance  was  entered  at  the  time  mentioned. 


Wright  v,  Locrwood.  Dec.  4th. 

IHIS  was  a  creditor's  suit  for  the  administration  of  Saretyinajoint 
the  real  estate  of  William  Lockwood,  who  died  in  June,  "J^  »«wwipro. 

'  '  muiory  note  is 

1835.  a  competent 

The  plaintiff,  Charles  Wright,  was  a  creditor  of  the  tes-  note  creditor  in 

tator  upon  a  joint  and  several  promissory  note  dated  the  by^m^iSrtt 

21st  January,  1825,  and  signed  by  the  testator,  and  his  "^^^"^^ 

brother,  Gerrard  Lockwood,  as  surety.    The  bill  was  filed  principaidebtor. 

in  Trinity  Term,  1888,  and  in  order  to  prove  the  existence 

of  the  debt  at  that  time,  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  Mr.  Cooper, 

proposed  to  read  the  evidence  of  Gerrard  Lockwood,  who 

stated  that  he  did,  by  the  direction  of  the  testator,  and 

out  of  money  delivered  by  him  to  the  deponent,  pay  to 

the  plaintiff  the  interest  which  became  due  on  the  21st 

January,  1834. 

Mr.  Bomilly,  for  the  infant  devisee  and  heir  of  the  tes- 
tator, objected  to  this  evidence,  as  being  given  by  a  surety, 
who  was  directly  interested  in  discharging  himself  of  the 
debt,  and  throwing  it  on  the  testator's  estate* 

The  Yice-Chancellor. — Both  he  and  the  testator's 
estate  are  primarily  liable.  I  shall  receive  the  evidence 
on  the  authority  of  Wood  v.  Braddick  (a),  which,  though  I 
have  some  notion  of  having  heard  doubted,  has  not,  I  be- 
lieve, been  overruled. 

(n)  1  Taunt.  104. 
VOL.   I.  I  N.  C.  C. 


maica. 

3  <S^o^    Q2Q 
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Blc  Uh.  TuLLOCH  V.  Hartley. 

The  Courts  of     1  HE  bill  was  filed  by  legatees  and  annuitants  under  the 

deaiing^wi^'  ^  viU  of  Elizabeth  Simpson,  to  obtain  payment  of  their 

Ji^ai^flSbe  l®g*^®8  and  annuities  out  of  her  real  property  in  Jamaica ; 

guided  by  the     and  for  that  purpose^  praying  that  her  estates  in  that  island 

law  of  eridence        .  i      «  .      •.  •■     i         •  '•     <■ 

in  Jamaica.        might  be  ascertained;  and  that  m  particular^  an  estate 

Equityhi Eng.  called  Bodcu^s  Loud^  now  blended  with  a  larger  estate 
tSfa'^toSl  ^^®*  **^®  Bounty  Hall  estate,  might  be  declared  to  be 
Ue  the  bonnda-  part  of  the  property  of  the  testatrix ;  and  if  necessary,  that 
tatea  in  Ja-  "    the  boundaries  of  her  estates  in  Jamaica  might  be  settled 


by  commissioners  to  be  appointed  by  this  Court. 

In  the  course  of  the  cause,  Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  James 
Parker,  for  the  plaintiflfs,  tendered  in  evidence  an  exa- 
mined copy  of  a  deed  relating  to  the  Bounty  Hall  estate ; 
such  copy  not  being  taken  from  the  original,  but  from  the 
copy  of  the  original  as  registered  in  the  island.  They 
relied  on  the  act  of  Assembly,  4  Geo.  4,  c.  5,  sect.  2.  (a). 

(a)  By  which,  <Mn  order  to  pre-  cuted  according  to  law,  and  proved 
vent  the  difficulty  that  attends  the  before  the  Governor  or  Commander- 
proving  titles  to  estates  where  the  in-Chief  by  one  or  more  of  the  sub- 
originfiJ  patents,  wills,  or  deeds  are  scribing  witnesses  thereto,  shall  at  all 
or  may  be  lost  or  mislaid,  or  the  times  hereafter  be  deemed,  jadgvd, 
witnesses  who  attested  the  same  are  and  taken  to  be  sufficient  evidence 
dead,  or  gone  off  this  island,  or  not  of  the  several  peraona'  tiUes  to  any 
to  be  found,*'  it  is  enacted,  "  that  lands,  tenements,  negroes,  here- 
the  record  of  any  letters  patent  en-  ditaments,  or  estates  whatsoever, 
rolled  in  the  secretary's  office  or  real  or  personal,  claimed  under  ilie 
office  of  enrolment  in  this  island,  said  patents^  deeds,  conv^anees, 
and  the  record  of  any  deeds  duly  or  wills;  and  the  same  shall  be 
executed  and  proved,  or  acknow-  read  and  allowed  in  all  and  every 
ledgedandenroUed  in  the  said  office  court  or  courts  of  law  or  equity 
or  any  other  office  of  record,  ac-  within  this  island  as  if  the  original 
cording  to  the  several  acte  of  the  patents,  deeds,  conveyances,  or 
Governor,  Council,  and  Assembly,  wills  were  actually  produced, 
in  that  case  made  and  provided,  proved,  and  read  in  all  and  every 
and  the  record  or  enrolment  of  any  the  said  courts."  See  Howard's 
last  wilk  and  testamenU  duly  exe-  Laws  of  the  Colonies,  vol.  1,  p.  48. 
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Mr.  Stn^kinsan,  and  Mr.  Rennalls,  for  the  defendants,  ;i84L 
objected  to  the  reception  of  this  evidence. — ^This  is  a  copj 
of  the  instmment  as  entered  in  the  registry-books^  or  in 
other  words,  a  copy  of  a  copy  (a),  and  therefore,  on  general 
principles,  not  receivable  in  evidence.  [7%e  Vice- Chan- 
cellor.— If  the  copy  in  the  registrar's  office  was  brought 
over  here,  would  you  object  to  that  ?]  We  should,  unless 
it  were  examined,  and  notice  to  produce  given.  The  evi- 
dence must  be  according  to  the  law  of  this  country,  and 
not  that  of  Jamaica.  How  can  an  act  of  Assembly  aUow- 
ing  copies  of  copies  to  be  evidence  be  recognised  here? 
It  applies  only  to  proceedings  in  Jamaica.  The  original 
must  be  proved  as  in  any  other  case;  or,  at  all  events, 
the  plaintifrs  must  prove  that  it  is  lost  or  mislaid,  or 
that  the  attesting  witness  cannot  be  found. — Brown  v. 
Thornton  {b) ;  Appleion  v.  Lord  Braybrook  (c) ;  Airion  v. 
Davis  {d). 

The  Vicb-Chancbllor. — I  must  receive  this  copy  in 
evidence.  It  relates  to  immoveable  property  in  another 
country.  The  original  is  an  instrument,  the  domicile  of 
which,  (so  to  speak),  must  have  been  in  a  foreign  coun- 
try, and  there  is  no  constat  that  it  ever  arrived  here.  By 
the  law  of  that  country,  the  deed  is  to  be  enrolled  and 
recorded;  and  the  enrolment  and  record  are  to  have  the 
same  force  as  the  original.  The  record  and  enrolment 
cannot  be  brought  here :  what  is  tendered  is  an  examined 
copy.  Without  regarding  the  evidence  which  has  been 
given  of  search  for  the  original,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this 
copy,  being  an  examined  copy,  ought  to  be  read. 

In  arguing  the  foregoing  case  on  the  merits,  the  defend- 
ants' counsel  disputed  the  authority  of  the  Court  to  make 
any  decree  to  settle  the  boundaries  of  lands  in  Jamaica, 

(a)  Locke,  Hum.  Und.  B.  4,  cli.  16,  sect,  10. 
{h)  6  Ad.  &  £U.  185.        (c)  2  Stark.  6.        {d)  1  Mont,  ft  A.  258. 

i2 
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1841 .  And  in  support  of  their  argument  cited  Perm  v.  Lord  Baltic 
more  {a) ;  Pike  v.  Hoare  (A) ;  and  Bay  ley  v  Edwards  (c). 
TTie  Vice-chancellor,  however,  gave  judgment,  without  men- 
tioning any  doubt  as  to  the  jurisdiction. 

(<i)/.Vez.  sen.  444.         (i)  2  Eden,  182.  (c)  3  Swanst.  703, 


Dec.  loth,  Osborne  v.  Harvey. 

I  pnr.  Specific  performance.  Upon  a  MU  filed  by  ven- 
hito  poBiestion  dor  against  purchaser,  the  principal  question  was,  whether 
unSr  S^n-   *^®  defendant  by  his  acts  of  ownership  had  waived  objec- 

tract,  his  deal-   tious  to  title.     The  defendant  having,  by  virtue  of  the  con- 
ing with  the 
property  in  a      ditions  of  sale,  been  let  into  possession  of  the  premises, 

tnuT^to  former   which  consisted  of  about  four  acres  of  land,  had  stubbed 

^rr  to\he"'    ^P  ^^  osier-bed,  or  holt,  consisting  of  about  9  perches,  and 

usual  course  of  levelled  the  land,  and  had  also  filled  up  a  pond. 

husbandnr^may 

ordering  him  to  Mr.  James  Russcll,  and  Mr.  Greene,  for  the  plaintiff. — 
^hase^money  ^^^  °^®^  taking  possession  of  the  property  is  not  a  waiver 
into  Court,  or    of  objections  to  title :  but  if  a  party  enters,  he  must  deal 

for  the  appoint-  •*  .  .       , 

ment  of  a  re-  with  the  property  without  injury,  and  in  the  usual  course 

not  authorise  a  ^f  husbandry :   Margramne  ofAmpach  v.  Noel(d) ;  other- 

himto^mpei  ™®  ^*  "  *^  acceptance  of  title.    Letting  premises  amounts 

him  to  accept  to  an  acceptance  of  title :  Ex  parte  Sideboiham  (c).     [TTte 

ground  of  Vice-Chancellor,   (after  referring  to  Cutler  v.  Simons  (J), 

ti^i!'*'^**^^'*'  and  Bonner  v.  Johnstone  {g) ).— The  mere  fact  of  an  unau- 

Areceiyermay  thorized  Conversion  of  the   property  by  the  defendant, 

beappomtedat     ...  .       .«  ^        -       i    .      .  i 

the  hearing,       though  it  may  justify  an  order  for  bringing  the  money 
pnySd  for.        ^^^  Court  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  may  not 
authorize  a  decree  against  him.    A  receiver  may  be  ap- 
pointed at  the  hearing,  though  not  prayed  for.] 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^At  present  I  am  not  disposed 
to  force  the  title  on  the  defendant.    What  good  he  will 

{d)  1  Madd.  310.  (/)  2  Men  103. 

{€)  3  D.  &  C.  818.  {g)  1  Mer.  366. 
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gain    by   a  reference  is  another  thing — payment  into        1841. 
Court  of  the  uttermost  farthing,  and  a  receiver.    Unless, 
however,  Mr.  Russell  can  produce  some  further  authorities 
as  to  acts  [of  ownership  being  a  waiver  of  objections  to 
title,  a  reference  as  to  title  must  be  directed. 

Mr.  Russell  admitted  that  he  could  carry  the  case  no 
farther. 


lerara 
ex- 
liratioii  of  the 


SiLLicK  V.  Booth.  Dee.  I2th. 

IviCHARD  CORBITT  died  on  the  24th  January,  1829,  Prasumption 
having  by  his  will  directed  the  residue  of  his  property  to  died atapL- 
be  converted  and  divided  amongst  his  three  children  and  ^^^^^„ 
grandchild,  as  hereafter  mentioned.    Of  these  children,  yean  alter  he 
James  and  Charles  were  merchant  seamen;  the  former  heaniof;  the 
being^the  master,and  the  la  tter  the  second  mate  of  a  ship  ^^  ^^  ^f 
called  the  "  Thames,'*  which  traded  between  England  and  "<?«•  "o^tiw', 

'  °  and  the  party 

the  West-Indies.    They  left  Demerara  for  England  on  the  having  sailed 
19th  December,  1828,  and  touched  at  Dominica  on  the  before  the 
24th  of  that  month,  after  which  they  were  never  seen  or  J^^^ 
heard  of.     Upon  these  facts,  and  upon  hearing  the  evi-  months. 
deuce  of  witnesses  as  to  other  circumstances  which  will  be 
stated,  the  Master  to  whom  this  cause  stood  referred  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  two  sons  survived  the  father. 

The  evidence  ^before  the  Master  consisted  principally 
of  that  of  Mr.  Robertson,  the  commander  of  a  merchant 
vessel,  and  Mr.  Danson,  a  harbour-master,  who  had  been 
many  years  a  sailor,  and  had  made  twenty-two  voyages  be- 
tween, this  country  and  the  West-Indies.  The  former  of 
these  deponents  stated,  that  he  left  Demerara  with  his 
vessel  on  the  13th  January,  1829,  and  that  he  and  other 
captains  were  becalmed  during  the  first  six  weeks,  after 
which  they  met  with  very  tempestuous  weather.  That  in 
the  course  of  the  voyage  he  spoke  with  a  vessel  which  had 
left  Demerara  the  day  after  the  "Thames."  That  his  voyage 
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1841.  was  about  ninety-two  days^  and  that  other  masters  of  ships 
as  well  as  himself  complained  of  the  imusual  length  of  the 
voyage  in  that  year.  Taking  all  things  into  considera- 
tion^ he  was  of  opinion^  that  the  loss  of  the  vessel  could  not 
be  presumed  within  four  months  after  the  commencement 
of  the  voyage.  On  the  other  hand^  Danson  stated^  that 
ships  sailing  at  the  same  time  from  the  West  Indies,  al- 
though they  might  be  in  the  neighbourhood  of  each  other, 
might  meet  with  very  different  weather,  some  coming 
under  the  influence  of  hurricanes,  and  others  not;  but 
that  the  average  length  of  a  voyage  to  England  was  from 
50  to  56  days.  That  hurricanes  usually  prevail  between 
the  19th  and  40th  degrees  of  north  latitude.  That  the 
period  between  the  1st  August  and  the  10th  Januaiy  is 
known  by  the  name  of  the  hurricane  months ;  and  that, 
during  that  period,  the  premiums  for  insurance  of  ships 
are  double  the  amount  of  those  at  any  other  period  of  the 
year.  This  deponent  also  stated,  that,  in  his  opinion,  no 
captain  of  a  ship  could  judge  of  the  length  of  the  voyage  of 
one  vessel  from  that  of  another  sailing  from  the  same  part 
of  the  West  Indies  at  the  same  time.  In  addition  to  this  evi- 
dence, it  appeared  from  a  letter  of  James  Corbitt  to  his  wife, 
that  he  expected  to  be  in  England  on  the  27th  February. 
Exceptions  having  been  taken  to  the  Master's  report, 

Mr.  Swan9ion,  Mr.  PurvU,  and  Mr.  Bellamy,  for  the  ex- 
ceptions.— It  is  clear  from  the  evidence,  that  the  period 
of  the  hurricanes  had  passed  before  the  testator's  death  ; 
and  therefore,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  vessel  was 
wrecked  in  the  hurricanes,  which  is  the  most  probable  sup- 
position, James  and  Charles  Corbitt  must  have  died  before 
their  father.  The  seven  years  having  now  elapsed,  during 
which  the  law  presumes  that  the  party  may  be  alive,  it  is 
competent  for  the  Court  to  presume  that  the  death  took 
place  at  any  period  within  the  seven  years,  to  which  parti- 
cular circumstances  may  point. 
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Mr.  Cooper f  and  Mr.  Hare,  for  the  report. — ^No  doubt^  1841. 
where  probable  evidence  is  adduced  to  shew  that  a  party 
died  at  a  particular  time  within  the  seven  years,  the  Court 
may  presume  that  the  party  died  at  that  time:  Webatery. 
Bkrchmare  (a) ;  Rex  v.  The  Inhabiianis  of  Harbome  (A) .  But 
the  presumption  of  law  is  in  favour  of  life  till  after  the 
seven  years;  and,  therefore,  they  who  found  a  right  upon 
the  party  having  died  at  a  particular  time  within  that  pe- 
riod, must,  to  use  the  language  of  Fottett,  arguendo,  in 
Doe  V.  Nepean  (c),  "  establish  that  affirmatively  by  evi- 
dence.'' [7^  Vice-Chancellor. — Suppose  they  cannot  do 
it.  Suppose  a  man  was  seen  at  St.  Peter's  at  Rome,  up- 
wards of  seven  years  ago,  in  perfect  health,  and  has  never 
been  since  seen  or  heard  of,  when  is  it  to  be  presumed 
that  he  died?]  At  the  end  of  seven  years;  by  analogy  to 
the  statute  of  bigamy  {d).  The  burden  of  proof  is  on  those 
who  assert  his  death:  Wilson  v.  Hodge8{e)',  fFatson  v. 
King  (/).  There  is  no  evidence  here  to  shew  that  the  ves- 
sel was  wrecked  at  a  particular  time.  There  can  be  no 
more  presumption  in  this  case  that  she  was  wrecked  before 
the  24th  January,  1829,  than  if  she  had  sailed  from  Deme- 
rara  for  a  voyage  round  the  world;  in  which  case  the 
C!ourt  would  have  entertained  no  such  presumption. 

Mr.  Swaneton  in  reply. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob. — ^The  small  amount  of  the  pro- 
perty, the  time  and  money  which  have  been  already  con- 
sumed in  the  investigation  of  this  matter,  as  well  as  the 
possibility  that  the  expression  of  a  judicial  opinion  on  the 
question  of  fact  may  the  more  readily  enable  any  party 
dissatisfied  with  my  judgment,  to  obtain  that  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor — all  these  considerations  induce  me  to  give 

{a)  13  Ves.  362.  (d)  See  6  East,  85. 

(6)  2  Adol.  &  £11.  540.  (e)  2  East,  312. 

(c)  5  B.  &  Adol.  90.  (/)  1  Stark.  121. 
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1841.  and  to  act  upon  the  opinion^  which  the  evidence  before 
me  impresses  upon  my  mind. 

The  question  is^  whether  these  two  seafaring  men,  James 
and  Charles  Corbitt,  did  or  did  not  survive  their  father, 
whose  death  is  known  to  have  taken  place  on  the  24th 
Januaiy,  1829.  They  were  in  a  vessel  apparently  sound, 
a  brig  of  235  or  236  tons,  which  was  at  Demerara  in  1828. 
The  brig,  with  the  two  men  on  board,  appears,  by  the  evi- 
dence, to  have  sailed  on  the  home  voyage  upon  the  18th 
or  19th  December,  1828.  Probably  there  is  no  strict  legal 
evidence  of  the  vessel  having  been  seen,  or  having  touched 
any  where  since ;  but,  if  there  is  such  evidence,  it  is  con- 
fined to  her  having  touched  at  Dominica.  My  opinion 
however  is  the  same,  whether  she  is  to  be  taken  or  not  to 
have  touched  there.  Subject  to  the  question,  whether  she 
there  touched  on  that  day,  she  left  Demerara  on  the  19th 
December. 

There  is  no  doubt  the  two  men  died.  The  question  is, 
whether  they  died  in  their  father's  lifetime.  That  will 
turn,  (if  there  is  no  rigid  rule  of  presumption),  on  proba- 
bility ;  or  on  that  state  of  things,  which,  in  deciding  as 
well  as  we  can  upon  the  evidence,  is  to  be  presumed. 
Now,  considering  the  local  nature  and  limited  duration 
of  the  hurricanes  in  those  seas,  it  is  consistent  with 
Robertson's  evidence,  that  the  ship  may  have  met  with 
stormy  weather,  and  have  been  wrecked  at  sea  before 
the  1 0th  Januaiy.  Then,  the  evidence  of  Danson  is  spe- 
cific as  to  tlus— that  a  period  between  a  day  in  August, 
which  he  mentions,  and  the  1 0th  of  January,  which  he 
also  specifically  mentions,  is  called  the  hurricane  months, 
and  that  the  premiums  of  insurance  are  higher  during 
that  specific  period;  and,  in  consequence  of  the  stormy 
weather  there  during  that  period,  he  states  it  to  be  his 
opinion,  that  the  ship  was  lost  in  the  early  part  of  Jan- 
uary. That  also  is  mine.  If  I  am  to  consider  what  is 
the  most  probable  case — whether  it  was  lost  before  the 
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Feb.  Uth, 

15th. 
On  this  day  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  further  Testator  de- 

directions,  when  several  questions  were  raised  on  the  con-  qneatbed  aU  his 

struction  of  the  will  of  the  testator,  Richard  Corbitt.  JS^cSSjStibto 

The  testator,  by  his  will  dated  the  28th  October,  1828,  personal  estate 

to  trustee  s -H  p  on 

executed  so  as  to  pass  real  estates,  after  having  bequeathed  trust  to  conrert 
several  specific  legacies  to  his  daughter  Mary,  and  to  his  moiM^  u!d  ^ 

thereout  to  pay 
his  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and  a  weekly  sum  to  his  wife,  and  to  divide  the  residue  of  his 
said  estate  and  effects  equally  between  and  among  his  children,  J.,  M.,  and  C,  and  his  grand- 
son,  R.,  share  and  share  alike  ;  the  share  of  M.  to  be  naid  her  as  soon  after  his  decease  as  con- 
teniently  might  be,  the  share  of  C.  to  be  paid  him  at  the  age  of  22,  and  the  share  of  R.  at  the 
age  of  21 ;  and  in  case  any  of  his  children  or  grandchild  should  die  before  his  or  her  said 
share  should  become  so  veMied  as  aforesaid,  then  the  share  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so 
dying,  should  go  and  be  equally  diTided  among  the  sunrivors  and  survivor  of  them  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then  the  whole  to  and  for  the  use  and 
bendit  of  such  survivor.  J.  and  C.  died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  latter  being  under  22. 
R.  survived  the  testator,  but  died  under  21  i^Heid,  1st,  that  the  word  <'  vested^'  must  be 
construed  to  mean  '*  payable,"  and  that  the  original  shares  of  the  deceased  children  and  grand- 
ehild  survived  to  the  survivors ;  and  2ndly,  that  the  word  "  whole"  meant  the  whole  residue, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  accruing  as  well  as  the  original  shares  devolved  to  M.,  as  the  sole 
survivor  of  the  four  residuary  legatees. 

Where  two  persons  die  by  the  same  stroke  or  accident,  and  there  are  no  special  circumstances 
in  evidence  from  which  it  can  be  presumed  that  one  died  before  the  other,  the  law  of  England 
will  draw  that  presumption  from  general  circumstances;  such  as  the  comparative  health, 
strength,  age,  or  experience  of  the  parties. 
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24th  day  of  January,  or  upon  or  after  that  day,  I  have  no  1841. 
hesitation  in  coming  to  the  conclusion,  that  both  she  and 
the  crew  were  lost  before  that  day  of  Januaiy.  It  is  not 
for  me  now  to  decide  what  rule  of  ppisumptioi^  ought  to 
guide  the  Court,  in  a  case  where  there  is  no  probability 
one  way  or  the  other — ^where,  for  instance,  there  is  no 
question  of  health  or  danger;  but  where,  on  a  particular 
day,  a  healthy  man  is  seen  exposed  to  no  danger,  and  is 
never  seen  or  heard  of  again — ^that  is  not  a  case  which  it 
is  now  necessaiy  to  decide.  It  is  not  the  present  case,  nor 
is  it,  I  apprehend,  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Harbome.  There- 
fore, without  saying  more  on  that  subject,  I  am  of  opin- 
ion, for  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  that  these  men 
died  in  their  father's  lifetime. 

I  may  add,  however,  that  this  is  a  fit  case  for  further 
investigation,  if  the  parties  wish  it;  and  perhaps  the  Lord 
Chancellor  would  be  ready  to  decide  it,  without  sending  it 
to  a  jury. 
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1842.  son  Charles^  gave^  devised^  and  bequeathed  to  the  plain- 
tiffs^ their  heirs^  executors^  and  administrators^  all  his  real 
and  personal  estate^  npon  trusty  as  soon  as  conveniently 
might  be  after  his  decease^  to  sell^  dispose^  and  convert  into 
money^  such  part  of  his  said  estate  and  effects  as  did  not 
consist  of  money^  and  thereout  to  pay  his  debts  and  funeral 
expenses ;  'and  then  to  pay  to  his  son^  James^  the  sum  of 
£400^  on  his  giving  such  security  as  might  be  approved  of 
by  his  executors,  and  on  his  paying  £6  per  cent,  interest 
for  the  same ;  which  interest  was  to  be  paid  by  his  execu- 
tors to  his  the  testator's  wife,  Jane,  for  her  life,  by  weekly 
instalments,  and  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower :  and  upon  trust, 
to  divide  the  residue  of  his  said  estate  and  effects,  (the 
said  sum  of  £400  being  considered  as  a  part),  equally  be- 
tween and  among  his  children,  James,  Mary,  and  Charles, 
and  his  grandson,  Richard  Corbitt,  share  and  share  alike ; 
the  share  of  his  said  daughter,  Mary,  to  be  paid  to  her 
as  soon  after  his  decease  as  conveniently  might  be;  the 
share  of  his  said  son,  Charles,  to  be  paid  to  him  on  his 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-two  years;  and  the  share  of 
his  said  grandchild  to  be  paid  to  him  on  his  attaining 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years :  and  as  to  the  shares  of  such 
of  them  as  should  not  have  attained  the  said  ages  of  twenty- 
two  and  twenty-one  years  respectively  at  the  time  of  his 
the  testator's  decease,  he  ordered  and  directed  that  the 
plaintiffs,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  should 
stand  possessed  of  and  invest  the  same  at  interest,  upon 
Government  or  real  securities,  and  should  pay  and  apply  the 
interest,  dividends,  and  proceeds  thereof,  and  arising  there- 
from, for  and  towards  their  maintenance,  education,  and 
bringing  up ;  and  in  case  any  of  his  said  children,  or  grand- 
child, should  happen  to  die  before  his  or  her  said  share 
should  become  so  vested  as  aforesaid,  then,  and  in  that 
case,  the  share  or  shares  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  should 
go  to  and  be  divided  among  the  survivors  and  survivor  of 
them  in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more  than  one^ 
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and  if  but  one^  then  the  whole  to  and  for  the  use  and  bene-        1842. 
fit  of  such  survivor. 

By  a  codicil  the  testator  revoked  that  part  of  his  will, 
by  which  he  directed  the  executor  to  pay  the  interest  of 
the  ^6400  to  his  wife,  and  instead  thereof  directed  his 
son,  James,  to  make  that  payment. 

The  testator  died  leaving  his  daughter  Mary,  who 
afterwards  married  Mr.  Booth,  and  his  grandson  Richard 
surviving  him,  but  having  survived  his  sons, 'James  and 
Charles ;  the  former  of  whom  died  at  the  age  of  twenty- 
eight,  having,  according  to  the  Master's  report  already 
referred  to,  survived  his  brother  Charles,  who  died  a 
minor. 

Richard  Corbitt,  the  grandson,  having  survived  the  tes- 
tator, died  under  the  age  of  twenty-one,  leaving  Thomas 
Cleghom  Corbitt,  the  infant  son  of  James  Corbitt,  his  heir- 
at-law,  and  also  heir-at-law  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  Purvis,  and  Mr.  Bellamy,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Hare,  for  T.  C.  Corbitt. 

Mr.  Shmpkinson,  and  Mr.^rt^A/,forMr.  and  Mrs.  Booth. 

Mr.  Swanston  for  the  administratrix  of  Richard  Corbitt^ 
the  grandson. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  T.  C.  Corbitt  took  any 
part  of  the  share  of  his  father  James,  either  as  heir-at-law 
of  the  testator,  (the  share  being  considered  as  in  part  un- 
converted), or  as  next  of  kin  of  his  father. 

On  this  point  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel  of  T.  C. 
Corbitt,  that  James's  share  was  not  included  in  the  clause 
of  survivorship ;  that  clause  only  applying  to  those  shares 
which  were  payable  at  21  or  22.  [The  Vice-chancellor. — 
Mary  is  alluded  to  in  that  clause  by  the  word  "  her/'  and 
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1842.  ^  yet  her  share  was  to  be  paid  as  soon  as  conveniently  might 
be  after  the  testator's  death.]  The  direction  in  the  codicil 
as  to  the  payment  by  James  of  the  interest  of  the  j£400  to 
his  mother  shews^  that  the  testator  did  not  contemplate 
that  James  would  die  before  him. 

The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that  if  he  could  properly 
entertain  a  wish  on  the  subject,  he  should  be  glad  to  de- 
cide the  question  in  favour  of  the  eldest  son's  son ;  but,  in 
his  opinion,  the  clause  of  survivorship  applied  to  all  the 
three  children  and  grandchild,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
share  of  James  did  not  lapse,  but  survived  {a). 

It  was  then  contended  on  behalf  of  the  administratrix 
of  Richard,  that  the  residuary  shares,  if  considered  as  per- 
sonalty, vested  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  which  was 
also  the  period  of  survivorship;  consequently,  that  one 
moiety  of  the  shares  of  James  and  Charles,  who  died  in  the 
testator's  lifetime,  survived  to  Bichard. 

The  Vice-chancellor.  —  I  have  already  stated  my 
opinion,  that  the  clause  of  survivorship  is  an  entire  clause, 
and  must  be  considered  as  applying  to  the  four  .residuary 
legatees.  Therefore,  looking  also  at  the  entire  clause,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  words,  "  so  vested  as  aforesaid," 
were  meant  in  the  same  sense  as  if  the  testator  had  said, 
"  so  payable  as  aforesaid." 

I  think  the  circumstance  of  James  and  Charles  having 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  and  of  Richard,  though  he 
survived  the  testator,  having  died  before  his  share  became 
payable,  operated  to  give  the  whole  to  Mary  as  the  survivor, 
subject  to  what  I  am  now  about  to  say. 

The  Master,  I  think,  was  right  in  finding  that  Charles 
died  first.  His  brother  was  a  stronger  and  more  experi- 
enced seafaring  man.  The  effect  of  Charles's  dying  was 
to  give  his  original  share  to  the  survivors.     Then  comes 

(a)  See  Ifumphreyi  v.  Howes,  1  Rubs.  &  M.  639. 
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the  death  of  James.    The  clause  of  survivorship  does  not  1 
extend  to  aocming  shares.     Therefore  there  was  an  in-  I 
testacy  as  to  James's  share  of  Charles's  share ;  but  James's  | 
original  share  would  go  over  to  Maiy  and  Bichard.    Then 
dies  Richard.     The  clause  does  not  extend  to  Richard's 
portion  of  the  shares  of  Charles  and  James.    Therefore^ 
Richard's  portion  of  the  shares  of  Charles  and  James 
would  go  to  Richard's  representatives;  subject  to  which, 
Mary  would  take  the  whole.    But  there  is  a  question  as 
to  Mary's  interest  which  I  should  be  glad  to  have  argued. 


1842. 


It  was  then  suggested  by  Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  Maiy  Booth 
and  her  husband,  that  the  Master  was  wrong  in  finding 
that  James  Corbitt  survived  his  brother;  the  grounds  of  his 
finding  being  merely  these — ^that  James  was  a  robust  man, 
and  older  and  stronger  than  his  brother,  and  both  had 
been  exposed  to  the  same  struggle.  If  this  was  a  wrong 
finding,  no  portion  of  Charles's  share  would  survive  to 
James,  but  the  whole  would  go  to  Richard  and  Mary. 
And  he  contended  that  the  Master  was  wrong ;  for  that 
where  two  persons  are  killed  by  the  same  stroke  or  accident, 
the  law  of  England,  whatever  the  civil  law  may  do,  does 
not  presume  that  one  survived  the' other.  And  he  said, 
that  no  decision  had  ever  been  given  in  General  Stanioix^s 
case  {a).  In  support  of  his  argument  he  cited  Rex  v.  Dr. 
Hay{b);  Swinbum,  Part  7,  sec.  33;  Wriffkt  v.  Nether- 
wood  {c) ;  Hitchcock  v.  Beardsley  {d) ;  Bradshaw  v.  Toul-^ 
mm  (e) ;  Mason  v.  Mason  (/) ;  Taylor  v.  Diplock  {g) ;  In  the 
goods  ofSelwyn  (A). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Vice-Chancellor  hav- 
ing asked  whether  this  part  of  the  Master's  report  had  been 
excepted  to  was  informed  that  it  had  not. 


(a)  Peamc,  Posth.  Works,  38. 

(6)  1  W.  Bl.  640. 

(c)  2  Salk.  593,  n. 

\d)  Wett,  Rep.  t.  Hardw.  445. 


(tf)  2  Dick.  633. 
(f)  1  Mer.  308. 
{g)  2  Phill.  261. 
(//)  3  Hflgg.  £cc.  Rep.  748. 
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The  Vice-chancellor. — ^The  question  is,  whether  anj 
presumption  arises  as  between  Charles  and  James  with 
respect  to  the  survivorship  of  either  of  them.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  two  brothers  having  perished  by  ship- 
wreck under  circumstances  of  which  there  is  no  evidence, 
it  is  not  necessaiy  to  be  taken  that  they  died  at  the  same 
instant.  By  the  law  of  England,  evidence  of  health, 
strength,  age,  or  other  circumstances,  may  be  given  in 
cases  of  this  nature,  tending,  to  the  judicial  presumption 
that  one  party  survived  the  other.  Therefore,  if  the  matter 
were  open,  I  should  hold  with  the  Master,  that,  having  re- 
gard to  the  age  and  condition  »-liAiof  the  two  brothers,  it  is 
to  be  presumed  and  decided  that  James  survived  Charles(a). 


His  Honour  then  said,  that  he  wished  to  have  the  question 
argued,  whether  the  word  "  whole,^'  in  the  clause  of  sur- 
vivorship, did  not  give  Mary  the  shares  which  had  accrued 


(a)  Upon  this  subject  see  Dig. 
lib.  34,  tit.  5,  ch.  10,  arts.  22,  23, 
de  rebus  duhiu ;  Touillier,  Droit 
Civil  Fran^ais,  torn.  4,  No.  76; 
Causes  C^lebres,  torn.  3,  p.  412  «< 
seq.  The  720th  Article  of  the  Code 
Civil  is  as  follows : — "  Si  plusieurs 
personnes  respectivement  appel^es 
k  la  succession  Tune  de  Tantre 
periuefU  dans  un  mime  Mnement 
sans  qu'on  pmsse  reconnaitre  la- 
quelle  est  ddc^dde  la  premiere,  la 
pr^mption  de  survie  est  d^ter- 
m\n4e paries  eirconstances  dufail, 
et,  0  leur  defaut,  par  la  force  de 
Tage  ou  du  sexe."  Upon  this  a 
learned  commentator  M.  Rogron, 
remarks  as  follows : — 

Piriuent  dans  un  mime  ^^ne- 
ment, — II  devient  alors  indispensa- 
ble de  fixer  laqueUe  de  ces  per- 
sonnes a  survecu  aux  autres,  et  par 
consequent  leur  a  succede.     Si  on 


ne  peut  pas  le  faire  par  des  preuves 
certaines,  on  sera  force  de  s'arr^ter 
k  des  pr^somptions  plus  ou  moins 
fortes,  car  il  faut  bien  n^esaaire- 
ment  que  ces  successions  soient 
donn^es  k  Tune  de  ces  personnes. 

Par  les  eirconstances  dufaiU — 
Par  exemple,  dans  Tincendie  d'une 
maison  qui  a  commencd  par  le 
premier  ^tage,  ceux  qui  lliabitaient 
ont  p^ri  probablement  avant  ceux 
qui  habitaient  les  etages  superieurs ; 
dans  un  naufrage,  ceux  qui  savaient 
nager  ont  surv^cu  probablement  k 
ceux  qui  ne  le  savaient  pas. 

A  leur  difaut. — Ce  n'estque  dans 
les  cas  ou  les  eirconstances  man- 
quent  entierement,  que  Ton  a  re- 
cours  aux  pr^somptions  fondees  sur 
I'ftge  et  sur  la  force,  parcequ*elles 
ont  toujours  quelque  chose  de  tres 
incertain. 
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to  the  deceased  legatees  by  survivorship,  as  well  as  the        1842. 
original  shares. 

In  consequence  of  this  suggestion,  Mr.  Cooper,  ou  a  sub- 
sequent day,  argued  against  the  proposition  that  Mary 
took  the  accruing  shares. — ^It  is  clearly  settled,  though  the 
doctrine  has  frequently  been  objected  to,  that  there  shall 
not  be  a  double  survivorship,  unless  an  intention  to  that 
effect  appears  clearly  on  the  face  of  the  will.  And  no  such 
intention  is  shewn,  unless  you  shew  that  the  testator 
meant  to  preserve  the  fund  entire.  The  cases  establish 
that  the  words  "  share  or  shares^'  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  carry  over  the  accruing  shares.  In  Woodward  v.  Glas- 
brook  (a).  Lord  Holt  first  laid  down  the  general  doctrine ; 
and  that  case  was  followed  by  Sir  Joseph  Jekyl  in  Itudge 
V.  Barker  {b).  [TTie  Viee'ChanceUar.  — There  the  words 
were  "  £1000  apiece.^']  The  word  ^'  apiece ''  is  omitted 
in  the  edition  of  1799  {c).  The  other  authorities  which 
support  the  general  doctrine  are  Pain  v.  Benson  {d),  Eat 
parte  West  (e),  Worlidge  v.  ChurckUl  (/),  Crowder  v. 
Stone  {g\  and  Bright  v.  Bjowe  (A).  The  cases  in  which  the 
Courts  have  departed  from  the  general  rule  are  Barker  v. 
Lea  (i),  and  Eyre  v.  Marsden  (j).  But  in  those  cases  there 
were  much  stronger  words  to  carry  over  the  whole  interest 
than  any  that  can  be  found  here.  It  is  obvious  that  in 
this  case  the  testator,  in  speaking  of  shares,  as  he  does  in 
sevexvd  parts  of  his  will,  as,  for  instance,  the  share  of  Mary, 
the  share  of  Charles,  &c.,  meant  original  shares  only;  and, 
therefore,  the  ''  whole  **  must  mean — not  the  mass  of  the 
property,  but  the  whole  of  the  original  shares  only. 

(a)  2  Vem.  388.  {d)  3  Atk.  78. 

{h)  Ca.  temp.  Talb.  124.  (c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  574. 

(c)  On  coDflulting  the  Registmr's  (/)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  66. 

book  it  was  found  that  the  original  {g)  3  Russ.  217. 

edition  which  contains  the  word  (A)  3  My.  &  K.  316. 

«*  apiece"  was  correct.    See  R.  L.  (i)  Turn.  &  R.  413. 

1734,  a  fo.  63T.  (J)  4  M.  &  C.  231. 
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1842.  Mr.  SimpHnson,  contra,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — I  think  that^  according  to  the 
true  sense  and  meaning  of  the  testatoi^s  expression  ''  sur- 
vivors and  survivor/'  there  was  but  one  survivor,  and  that 
the  event  has  occurred  in  which  the  testator  has  said,  that 
the  survivor  shall  take  the  whole.  The  word  "  whole'* 
means  the  entire  residue.  The  result  is,  that  Mary,  being 
the  only  survivor,  must  take  the  whole. 


1841. 

Dec,  lOM,  Taylor  v.  Kundell. 

nth.        J 
Whereapartner  1N  1835  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  of  the  late 

theraitofa^  Duke  of  York  as  lessors,  against  the  defendants  as  the 
toMiTit 'to'*>e  ^^^^  surviving  lessees  of  certain  mines  at  Cape  Breton, 
diacovcry  aa  to   in  Nova  Scotia,  Under  a  lease  granted  to  them  by  the 

matters  oon- 

tained  in  the  Dukc  as  grantee  of  the  Crown. 

bS3i«»te*the  The  bill,  which  proceeded  on  very  strict  covenants  con- 

partaenhip.  tained  in  the  lease,  prayed  discovery  of  the  mines  opened, 

ezcuae  for  his  and  an  accoimt  of  the  produce. 

SriStr^t^^aU  In  May,  1837,  The  Vtce-Chancellor  of  England  decreed, 

tSthL°S^rt.  ^^^^  ^^  accounts  prayed  for  by  the  bill  should  be  taken; 

nen  reAiae  to  but,  inasmuch  as  that  suit  did  not  extend  to  any  mines  of 

allow  him  ac- 
cess to  the  part-  the  Duke,  other  than  those  in  Cape  Breton,  another  bill 

j^  y  /#j  *^'  ^^  ^'^^^  between  the  same  parties  in  September,  1838, 

(^ft  222  '  pitying  the  same  relief  and  discovery  in  regard  to  the 

fhcoiA/-  ^^  other  mines  of  the  Duke  in  Nova  Scotia. 

It  appeared,  though  it  was  not  so  stated  in  the  lease, 
that  the  defendants  were  trustees  for  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany called  ''The  General  Mining  Association,^'  of  which 
they  were  also  shareholders,  and,  jointly  with  other  per- 
sons, directors ;  and  the  interrogatories  before  the  Master 
in  the  former  suit,  and  the  charges  in  the  bill  in  the  latter, 
were  in  a  great  measure  directed  to  the  discovery  of  docu- 
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menta  in  the  possesaion  of  the  association,  and  other  mat-        1841. 
ten  necessary  for  taking  the  accounts. 

After  three  examinations  in  the  former  suit  had  been 
reported  insufficient,  and  after  the  answer  of  the  defend** 
ants  in  the  latter  suit  had  been  ruled  by  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor to  be  insufficient  in  respect  of  the  discovery  thereby 
sought,  the  defendants  put  in  a  fourth  and  a  fifth  examina- 
tion, by  which,  in  substance,  they  stated  as  follows : — ^That 
since  their  former  examination,  they  had  sent  to  the  secre- 
tary of  the  association  the  following  letter — [Then  followed 
a  letter,  in  which  they  informed  the  secretary  of  the  nature 
of  the  second  suit,  setting  forth  the  various  charges  in  the 
bill  relative  to  the  documents,  and  adding,  that  though 
it  was  impossible  for  them  to  answer  the  inquiries  from 
their  personal  knowledge,  yet  as  the  Lord  Chancellor  had 
determined  they  were  bound  to  obtain  such  information 
as  they  were  able,  they  requested  the  secretary  to  lay  that 
letter  before  the  board  of  directors  at  their  first  meeting, 
and  also  to  apply  for  an  order  from  the  board  for  unlimited 
access  to  all  the  books  and  documents  of  the  association, 
with  full  power  to  make  extracts,  &c.]  That,  in  reply  to 
such  letter,  the  secretary  wrote  to  the  examinants  the  fol- 
lowing letter — [Then  followed  a  letter  from  the  secretary, 
in  which  he  stated,  that  the  board  of  directors  refused 
access  to  the  documents,  and  had  passed  a  resolution  to 
prevent  any  of  their  officers  from  supplying  such  informa- 
tion as  was  sought  by  the  bill.]  That  the  examinants  had 
made  a  similar  application  to  the  agent  in  America,  and 
had  met  with  a  similar  refusal.  That  the  examinants  had 
not  interfered  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  secretaries  or 
board  of  directors,  to  procure  such  answers  or  such  resolu- 
tions. ''And  these  examinants  say,  that,  even  if  free  and 
uninterrupted  access  had  been  given  to  them  to  all  the 
books,  papers,  and  documents  of  the  said  association,  it 
would  require  several  months  to  make  out  such  accounts 
as  are  required  by  these  interrogatories;  but,  under  the 

VOL.  I.  K  N.  c.  c. 
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circumstances  aforesaid^  these  examinants  are  unable  to 
obtain  access  to  the  said  books^  papers,  and  documents/' 

The  Master  haying  reported  this  examination  suffidentj 
exceptions  were  taken  to  his  report. 

Mr.  James  Russell  and  Mr.  Giffordy  for  the  exceptions, 
relied  on  the  judgment  of  Lord  Cottenham  in  Taylor  y. 
RundeU{a). 

Mr.  Wood,  contra,  contended,  that  that  judgment  turned 
on  the  want  of  any  application  by  the  defendants  for  access 
to  the  documents,  and  of  any  refusal  by  the  Company. 
Here,  it  clearly  appeared,  that  all  that  the  defendants  could 
do,  had  been  done.  That  no  case  had  gone  the  length  of 
deciding,  that  a  party,  who  was  not  in  possession  of  docu- 
ments,  except  by  being  able  to  file  a  bill  for  them,  was  to 
be  put  to  a  suit  to  get  them,  in  order  to  giye  an  answer  in 
another  suit  of  a  totally  different  description. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — In  this  case,  interrogatories 
were  exhibited  in  1837,  or  1838,  for  the  examination  of 
the  defendants  upon  the  material  questions  in  the  cause, 
which  interrogatories  neyer  were  complained  of. 

Fiye  seyeral  examinations  at  yarious  intenrals  haye  been 
put  in.  It  has  been  decided  and  admitted,  that  the  four 
first  do  not  form  a  complete  answer  to  the  interrogatories 
which  they  profess  to  answer;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  fifth  coupled  with  the  other  four  does  or  does  not 
form  a  sufficient  answer. 

The  defendants  are  the  lessees,  or  two  of  the  lessees, 
of  the  mineral  property  in  question.  The  lease,  as  was 
known  to  the  lessor,  was  taken  with  a  yiew  to  the  founda- 
tion of  a  joint-stock  company,  for  the  purpose  of  working 
the  mines.  The  coyenants  were  of  the  usual  description 
in  such  cases ;  or,  perhaps,  of  more  than  usual  strictness, 
binding  the  lessees  to  keep  accounts,  and  make  returns  of 

(a)  Craig  &  Phil.  104. 
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the  produce  of  the  mines ;  and  providing  in  substance,  that        184L 
all  material  information  on  that  subject  should  firom  time 
to  time  be  communicated  to  the  lessor. 

It  is  admitted,  that  certain  questions  in  the  interrogato- 
ries, relating  to  the  produce  and  working  of  the  mines,  have 
not  been  answered.  It  is  admitted,  that  those  questions 
are  material.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  plaintiffs  ask  for  in- 
formation within  the  scope  of  the  covenants  in  the  lease 
to  which  I  have  referred.  It  is  admitted,  that  the  lessees 
are  bound  hj  those  covenants,  and  that,  although  the  in- 
formation sought  has  not  been  given,  the  means  of  giving 
it,  or  at  least  of  giving  more  than  has  been  given,  exist  in 
certain  books  and  accounts,  the  inspection  of  which  would 
enable  the  defendants  to  answer  the  interrogatories,  if  not 
completely,  at  least  more  fully  than  they  have  done.  The 
contention  is,  that  these  books  and  documents  are  not 
open  to,  or  within  the  power  of  the  defendants,  according 
to  the  meaning  of  the  term  as  used  with  reference  to 
subjects  of  this  nature;  and  that,  therefore,  a  statement  of 
matters  contained  in  these  books  and  documents,  how- 
ever relevant  and  material,  is  information  which  the  de- 
fendants are  not  bound  to  give. 

These  books  and  documents  belong  to  and  are  in  the 
possession  of  the  joint-stock  company,  or  partnership, 
which  was  formed  for  working  the  mines ;  the  members 
being  the  persons  on  whose  account  the  lease  was  taken 
and  is  held — ^the  persons  claiming  and  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fit of  it — the  persons  who  are  in  possession  under  it,  and 
who  must  be  considered  as  bound  by  the  covenants  which 
it  contains.  The  Company's  affairs  are  managed  by  direc- 
tors. Of  these,  the  lessees  (defendants)  now  before  the 
Court  are  two,  and  being  proprietors  of  shares,  they  are 
members  of  the  partnership.  The  books  being  thus  in 
the  possession  of  the  partnership  must,  primd  facie,  be 
held  to  be  at  least  accessible  to  the  defendants.  They  are 
in  the  personal  keeping  and  custody  of  the  secretary  or 

&2 
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1841.  clerk  of  the  partnership^  who  is  the  servant  of  the  direc- 
tors, as  managing  for  the  partners ;  and  it  is  stated,  and 
no  doubt  truly,  that  the  board  of  directors,  or  such  of 
them  as  have  assembled,  have  passed  a  resolution,  that 
the  secretary  shall  not  allow  to  two  of  their  body — ^two  of 
his  employers  and  masters,  namely,  the  defendants — ^the 
means  of  information  upon  this  particular  subject,  by  access 
to  the  books.  It  is  not  suggested  by  the  defendants,  that 
there  is  any  legal,  or  equitable,  or  moral  justification  for  the 
course  which  is  said  to  have  been  thus  pursued ;  it  is  not 
attempted  to  be  maintained,  that,  justly,  honestly,  or  fairly, 
this  ought  to  have  been,  or  to  be  done.  And  the  question  is, 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  I  can  allow  the  de- 
fendants effectimlly  to  say,  that  the  books  are  inaccessible 
to  them ;  or  that,  if  accessible,  they  are  not  bound  to  look 
into  them.  Can  it  be,  that,  when  property  is  held  by  a  part- 
nership, subject  to  the  obligation  and  duty  of  communi- 
cating certain  information  respecting  it  to  some  other  per- 
son interested,  (that  information  being'  properly,  and  in 
the  usual  course,  contained  in  books  kept  by  the  partner- 
ship), and  that  other  person  seeks  the  information  by  a  bill 
against  those  members  of  the  partnership,  who  are  trus- 
tees of  the  property  for  the  partnership,  and  are  among 
the  managers  of  it — ^the  defendants,  not  in  answer  to  any 
motion  for  production,  but  as  a  reason  after  decree  for 
withholding  the  information  only  to  be  obtained  from 
those  books,  can  be  heard  to  say,  that  their  partners  or 
fellow-directors  passed  a  resolution  for  refusing  them  ac- 
cess to  the  books,  to  the  possession,  use,  and  inspection 
of  which  they  are  equally  entitled; — the  joint  possession  of 
the  books  all  the  while  continuing?     The  proposition  is  I 

one,  which,  if  granted,  would  open  a  door  to  great  abuse  ■ 

and  oppression.     It  would  stand  in  the  way  of  the  ad-  j 

ministration  of  justice,  and,  in  my  opinion,  imfairly  pre- 
vent the  arrival  at  truth.  If  any  substantial  difficulty 
were  shewn,  that  might  be  a  reason  why  time  should  be 
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given  to  ihe  defendants.  Such^  however,  is  not  the  con^ 
tention  here.  Conceiving  it  to  be  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ants to  inspect  the  books  if  they  can,  and  that  they  have 
not  sufficiently,  or  in  a  manner  to  which  a  court  of  justice 
ought  to  attend,  shewn  that  they  cannot,  I  hold  the  exa- 
mination  insufficient. 

I  have  the  satisfaction,  on  the  present  occasion,  of  acting 
in  conformity  with  what  I  collect  to  have  been  the  opin« 
ion  of  a  very  experienced  Judge,  Lord  Cottenham,  whose 
judgment  has  been  cited  in  the  argument.  Whether  a 
case  for  an  extension  of  time  can  be  made  for  the  defend* 
ants,  it  is  not  for  me  now  to  decide.  The  question  before 
me  is,  whether  the  plaintiff,  by  the  present  statements,  is 
peremptorily  excluded  from  having  an  answer;  and  to  the 
affirmative  of  that  question  I  cannot  accede. 

Exceptions  allowed. 


BOYES  V.  LiDDELL.  Dec.  lUh. 

JMLOTION  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  On  a  yendor'« 
and  state  to  the  Court  whether  the  plaintiff  can  make  a  good  p^rfornumce,  ^ 
title  to  the  hereditaments  and  premises  in  question  in  this  ^  ^11^^ 
cause,  and  when  it  was  first  shewn  that  such  title  could  be  dcrtheoidprac- 

_         ,  -  ,      ,  ticc  or  under  tho 

made,  without  prejudice  to  any  question  in  the  cause.  5th  General 

The  biU  was  filed  to  enforce  the  specific  performance  <rf  Mayl'i839, 

an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  defendant  for  the  pur-  *^*22ebrf"** 

chase  of  a  fireehold  estate  at  Lochton,  in  the  county  of  the  hearing,  if 

York.    The  premises  had  been  intended  to  be  sold  by  auc-  redsti  the  ape- 

tion,  but  were  sold  to  the  defendant  by  private  contract;  J^^^^SIcr 

the  conditions  of  sale,  so  far  as  they  were  applicable,  being  S[^'""?J.*?^  , 

made  part  of  the  contract,  and  the  contract  being  dated  the  Court,  on 

the  22nd  December,  1840.  ISS^  if  ^ 

By  the  conditions  of  sale  it  was  stipulated,  that  the  ba-  JJ^^othS** 

lance  of  the  purchase-money,  after  payment  of  the  deposit>  grounds  are  not 

meivljrfriyolotu 
should  be  paid  on  the  6th  April  then  next,  at  which  time  1^^-. 
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1841.  the  purchase  was  to  be  completed.  That  the  vendor  should 
deliver  an  abstract  of  title  on  the  10th  of  January;  and 
that  the  purchaser  should^  within  one  month  of  the  delivery 
of  the  abstract^  give  to  the  vendor's  solicitor  a  statement 
in  writing  of  all  objections  (if  any)  to  the  title,  and  in  de- 
fault of  so  doing,  should  be  considered  as  having  accepted 
the  title;  but  that  no  objections  were  to  be  made  as  to  mat- 
ters provided  for  by  the  conditions. 

On  the  9th  of  January  an  abstract  of  title  was  delivered. 
On  the  3rd  of  February,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  received 
from  the  defendant's  solicitors  a  series  of  objections,  which 
had  been  taken  by  their  conveyancer  to  the  title.  At  the 
foot  of  the  objections,  the  conveyancer  gave  it  as  his  opin- 
ion, that  the  abstract  delivered  was  not  such  a  proper  and 
perfect  abstract  as  the  vendor  ought  to  have  delivered,  and 
consequently,  that  the  defendant  was  not  bound  by  the 
condition  for  delivering  objections  to  title  within  a  limited 
time.  The  objections,  therefore,  were  delivered  with  a  re- 
quest for  a  more  perfect  abstract,  and  a  reservation  to  the 
purchaser  of  a  right  to  make  further  objections. 

Answers  were  returned  to  these  objections  by  the  plain- 
tiff's soUcitor,  which,  however,  were  unsatisfactory  to  the 
defendant's  legal  advisers;  and,  after  a  correspondence 
between  the  respective  solicitors,  which  was  continued  be- 
yond the  6th  of  April,  the  time  fixed  for  the  completion 
of  the  contract,  the  defendant's  solicitors,  by  a  letter  dated 
the  5th  of  May,  announced  that  their  client  rescinded  the 
contract. 

A  bill  having  been  filed  for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, the  defendant  by  his  answer  set  forth  his  conveyancer's 
objections  verbatim;  and  he  stated  that  he  had  since  the  fil- 
ing of  the  bill,  for  his  own  private  satisfaction,  again  applied 
to  his  conveyancer,  who  remained  of  opinion  that  a  good 
title  had  not  yet  been  made.  The  defendant^  therefore,  rob- 
mitted  that  the  bill  should  be  dismissed  with  costs ;  insist- 
ing, however,  that,  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  made  out  or 
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was  now  able  to  make  out  a  good  title^  which  the  de-  ^  1641. 
fendant  denied,  he  had  not  80  done  within  the  time  li- 
mited  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  or  prior  to  the  5th  of 
Maj;  and  that  nnder  such  circumatances,  regard  being  had 
to  the  laches  and  delay  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant 
was  justified  in  rescinding  the  contract  on  the  said  last- 
mentioned  day,  and  in  insisting  that  it  was  void;  and  he 
submitted  that  he  was  not  bound  to  be  kept  further  in 
suspense,  or  to  have  the  estate  forced  upon  him  at  an  un« 
profitable  season  of  the  year.  And  he  submitted,  that,  if 
the  C!ourt  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  contract  was  still 
subsisting,  and  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of  the  con- 
tract, he  was  entitled  to  compensation. 

It  was  admitted  on  the  pleadings,  that  the  defendant's 
solicitors  on  the  5th  February  wrote  to  the  plaintiff's  so- 
licitor, stating,  that  their  client  was  a  willing  purchaser, 
and  only  wanted  a  marketable  title,  and  suggesting  that, 
as  the  vendor,  considering  the  season  of  the  year, ''  might 
not  be  able  to  get  all  done  in  the  time  limited  for  the  com- 
pletion of  the  purchase,'^  some  arrangement  should  be 
made  for  keeping  the  land  in  the  usual  course  of  husban- 
dry. It  did  not  appear,  however,  unless  this  letter  had 
that  effect,  that  the  defendant  had  ever  expressly  waived 
any  of  the  stipulations  as  to  time. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Smythe  for  the  motion. — ^The  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  a  reference  as  of  course.  The  defendant's 
objections,  except  as  to  the  question  of  title,  are,  as  we  say, 
merely  firivolous,  and  the  Court  will  look  into  the  answer  to 
see  whether  they  are  so  or  not.  Withy  v.  Cottle  (a).  [The 
Vtce-Chancellor. — I  am  clearly  at  liberty  to  do  so.]  Then 
the  question  is,  whether  time  was  in  this  case  of  the  es- 
sence of  the  contract. «  We  submit  that  it  never  was  made 
so  by  the  form  of  the  contract,  and  that  it  never  was 
treated  so  by  the  defendant  till  the  bill  was  filed.    By  the 

(a)  Turn.  &  Rius.  78. 


185 


188  CA8B8   IN    CHANGEAY. 

1841.  letter  of  the  5tli  of  February^  the  defendants  solicitors  ac- 
tually suggested  an  extension  of  the  time.  The  plaintifpj 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  the  reference  as  prayed.  [7%e 
Vtce'ChanceUar. — If  the  defendant  is  right  in  what  he 
contends  for,  a  title  made  good  between  the  present  time 
and  the  time  of  the  report  would  be  useless.]  In  Foxlowe 
V.  Amcoais  (a),  though  it  is  otherwise  stated  in  the  printed 
report  {b),  the  reference  was  in  that  form,  under  precisely 
similar  circumstances.  [7%«  Vtce^ChanceUor. — According 
to  the  report,  that  was  anything  but  a  common  order.  The 
motion  was  made,  not  uuder  the  old  practice,  but  under 
the  5th  of  the  Orders  of  9th  May,  1839;  and  the  inquiry 
was,  not  whether  the  plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title,  but 
whether,  and  when  first,  he  had  shewn  a  good  title.]  The 
inquiry  in  that  form  would  clearly  not  be  useless,  and  wq 
should  be  content  to  take  it  so. 

Mr.  MylnBy  for  the  defendant. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^Thisis  ayendor's  bill  for  spe- 
cific performance.  The  contract  is  composed  of  conditions 
intended  to  apply  to  a  sale  by  auction,  which  are  embodied 
in  the  private  agreement.  The  conditions  are  strict  in 
point  of  time  and  otherwise  against  the  purchaser.  He 
has  entered  into  the  contract,  and  probably  has  no  right 
to  complain  of  it.  The  nature  of  the  conditions  I  do  not 
say  will,  but  may  possibly,  form  a  reason  for  applying  the 
rule  as  to  time  strictly  against  the  yendor.  That  may  or 
may  not  be  so.  The  title  was  not  completed  when  it  ought 
to  have  been,  strictly,  according  to  the  stipulation  as  to 
time.  When  the  time  arriyed,  the  purchaser  does  not  ap- 
pear to  haye  insisted  on  the  objection.  The  yendor  was 
allowed  to  cure  several  of  the  defects.  When  he  had 
proceeded  a  certain  length  in  doing  so,  the  purchaser 

(a)  Rolli,  2$th  Nov.  1838.  {b)  4  Juriflt,  1053. 

3 li^^  .^9^ ^ 
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claimed  a  right  to  put  an  end  to  the  contract.     He  did,        1B41. 
or  professed  to  do  so,  on  the  5th  of  May,  and  he  in- 
sists that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so,  and  that  he  never  was  in 
possession. 

The  case  is  open  to  two  considerations :  one  independent 
of  the  5th  of  the  Orders  of  the  9th  May,  1880,  and  the 
other  depending  on  that  Order. 

The  vendor  has  moved  for  a  reference  as  to  title,  insist- 
ing that  there  is  no  objection  but  that  of  title,  and  that  the 
defendants  claim  to  rescind  the  contract,  whether  the  title 
is  now  bad  or  good,  is  merely  frivolous.  I  do  not  now  de- 
cide whether  that  defence  made  by  the  purchaser  will  or 
will  not  be  available.  By  the  old  practice,  I  have  only  to  con- 
sider whether  the  defence  is  worthy  of  argument.  That 
is  the  only  point  to  be  considered ;  for  this  is  not  the 
period  when  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  a  defence,  not 
plainly  and  merely  unsubstantial,  can  be  decided  adversely 
to  the  purchaser.  That  can  only  be  done  at  the  hearing; 
and  not  being  of  opinion  that  the  purchaser's  objection  is 
so  merely  frivolous  as  has  been  represented,  I  cannot  say 
that,  according  to  the  old  practice,  this  is  a  case  in  which 
the  Court  would  grant  a  reference  on  such  an  application. 

But  then  it  is  said  that  the  case  is  within  the  terms  of 
the  5th  of  the  general  Orders  of  9th  May,  1839.  It  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  this  is  so.  That  Order  enables  the 
plaintiff  to  move  for  and  obtain  an  order  for  preliminary 
accounts  and  inquiries,  ^'  without  prejudice  to  any  ques- 
tion in  the  cause,''  if  it  shall  appear  to  the  Court  that  such 
order  is  consented  to,  or  ''is  proper  to  be  made  upon  the 
statements  contained  in  the  answer.''  How  can  I  make  an 
order  as  sought,  without  prejudice  to  the  question  in  the 
cause?  In  one  view  which  the  Court  might  take  of  the 
case,  the  order  might  be  useless,  and  the  time  employed 
under  it  might  be  thrown  away  upon  frivolous  matter.  In 
my  judgment,  the  time  of  judicial  officers  should  not  be  so 
employed. 
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With  a  view,  however,  to  obviate  this  objection,  I  am 
asked  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  not  to  make  an  order  in 
the  form  required  by  the  notice  of  motion,  but  to  do  that, 
which,  in  any  event,  must  be  of  use,  namely,  to  direct 
an  inquiry,  whether  on  the  5th  of  May,  or  on  an  earlier 
^7i  ^  good  title  had  not  been  shewn.  The  observation 
may  be  true,  that  that  inquiry  would  in  any  view  of  the 
case  be,  in  a  sense,  not  useless ;  but  is  it  right  ?  The  ques- 
tions are  as  to  title  and  time,  and  it  seems  to  me,  that  to 
direct  a  reference  to  the  Master  in  the  middle  of  the 
cause  merely  as  to  the  state  of  the  title  on  a  particular 
day,  notwithstanding  that  it  is  not  shewn  or  admitted  that 
an  answer  to  that  question  will  decide  the  cause,  would  be 
a  novelty,  not  merely  not  beneficial,  but  probably  leading 
to  inconvenient  results.  In  my  view  of  the  case,  I  cannot 
make  the  order  either  in  one  shape  or  the  other. 

Motion  refused. 


Clifford  v.  Turbbll. 

1  HE  bill  stated  that  the  plaintiff,  being  a  tenant  of  Mr. 
Du  Vri,  under  a  lease  for  fourteen  years,  at  a  rent  of  £240, 
for  the.  payment  of  which  the  defendant,  his  brother-in-law, 
was  surety,  became  indebted  to  the  defendant  in  1828  in 
two  sums  of  £750  and  £250,  for  money  lent  and  rent 
paid ;  and  that,  for  securing  £1000,  the  amount  of  these 
sums,  with  interest,  the  plaintiff,  in  April,  1828,  gave  the 
defendant  his  warrant  of  attorney.  That  in  January,  1880, 
there  being  an  arrear  of  interest  due  on  this  security,  the 

letie  to  the  de- 
fendant, although  sach  consideration  was  not  ezpreased  in  the  deed  of  aarignment. 

Where  there  ia  one  consideration  stated  in  a  deed,  proof  may  he  given  of  any  other  considers* 
tion  which  did  take  place,  and  which  is  not  in  contradiction  to  the  instnment ;  and  it  is  not  in 
contradiction  to  the  instnunent  to  prore  a  larger  consideration  than  that  which  is  stated. 

A  bill  in  eqoity  may  lie  to  recover  the  arrears  of  an  annnity,  although,  under  the  circnm- 
stances,  the  pUintiiT  may  hare  no  right  to  call  on  the  Conrt  to  <urect  security  to  be  granted  for 
payment  of  such  annuity. 


Dee.  XUh, 
13M. 
Spe<nnc  per* 
formance  de- 
creed of  a  parol 
agreement 
deposed  toby 
the  plaintiff's 
witnesses,  but 
denied  by  the 
answer;  the 
agreement  con* 
stitnting  a  ma- 
terial part  of 
the  considera- 
tion for  which 
the  plaintiff 
had  assigned  his 
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defendant  levied  execution  on  tlie  plaintiff's  honsehold        1841. 
furniture  and  fanning  stock  for  the  amount  of  1081/.  7«.  Sd. 
That  the  defendant^  having  by  means  of  his  execution 
taken  away  firom  the  plaintiff  all  means  of  carrying  on  the 
farm  for  his  own  benefit,  became  and  was  very  desirous  -to 
obtain  from  the  plaintiff  an  assignment  of  the  plaintiff's 
share  and  interest  in  the  aforesaid  £arm  and  premises  under 
the  aforesaid  lease^  in  order  that  he,  the  defendant,  might 
carry  on  the  farm  for  his  own  benefit ;  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff having  married  the  sister  of  the  defendant,  he,  in  order 
to  induce  the  plaintiff  to  assign  the  said  lease  to  him,  pro- 
mised, both  by  himself  and  two  or  three  other  persons, 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  would  execute  an  assignment  of  the 
said  lease  to  him,  he,  the  defendant,  woxdd  allow  the 
plaintiff  an  annuity  or  sum  of  £40  a  year  as  long  as  he 
lived,  and  a  house  worth  <£10  a  year  to  live  in  wherever  he 
pleased.    That  the  defendant  was  partly  induced  to  make 
such  promise  to  the  plaintiff  from  the  fact  that  the  plaintiff 
had  received  £500  each  firom  two  of  his  children,  to  enable 
him  to  continue  his  said  farm,  and  from  the  fear  which  he 
entertained  that  the  plaintiff  might  procure  a  commission 
of  bankrupt  to  be  issued  against  himself,  and  by  means 
thereof  defeat  the  aforesaid  execution  of  the  said  defendant 
upon  his  said  warrant  of  attorney;  and  that  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing, firom  his  aforesaid  family  connexion  with  the  defend- 
ant, great  confidence  in  his  integrity,  was  induced  by,  and 
agreed  on  the  strength  of  his  aforesaid  promise,  to  execute 
an  assignment  to  the  defendant  of  his  share  and  interest  in 
the  said  lease ;  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly,  on  or  about  the 
22nd  day  of  January,  1830,  made  and  executed  some  deed 
or  indenture  of  assignment  of  his  share  and  interest  in  the 
said  farm,  the  contents  whereof  the  plaintiff,  having  no 
copy  in  his  possession,  was  unable  to  set  forth. 

The  bill  then  charged,  that  although  the  execution  was  for 
the  sum  of  1085/.  7s.  Sd.  only,  yet  the  consideration  of  the 
assignment  was  1540/.  2«.,  being  the  appraised  value  of  the 
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1841.  furniture  and  stock  only,  without  the  lease.  That  the 
plaintiff,  however,  had  received  no  part  of  the  difference, 
but  the  whole  had  been  applied  in  illegal  and  improper 
payments  or  deductions;  and  that  the  defendant  still 
claimed  a  balance  due  to  him  of  <£31,  or  thereabouts. 
That  the  defendant  also  refused  to  pay  the  annuity,  or 
provide  a  house  for  the  plaintiff,  according  to  his  agree* 
ment. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  agreement  might  be  specifically 
performed  and  carried  into  execution;  that  it  might  be 
ascertained  what  was  due  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  arrears  of 
his  annuity,  and  for  the  rent  of  the  house  so  agreed  to  be 
provided  for  him  remaining  unpaid  by  the  defendant,  and 
that  the  defendant  might  be  decreed  to  pay  the  same ;  that 
the  defendant  might  also  be  decreed  to  give  security  for  the 
annuity  and  for  payment  of  the  rent,  and  that  it  might  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  settle  and  approve  such  security 
accordingly. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  positively  denied  that  he 
ever  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  an  annuity,  or  provide  him  a 
house,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  or  that  he  ever  entered  into  any 
agreement  of  that  or  the  like  nature.  He  admitted  that  the 
levy  was  only  for  1085/.  7*.  8rf.,  and  that  the  consideration 
for  the  assignment  was  1540/.  28.,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
received  no  part  of  the  difference;  but  he  stated,  that  the 
lease'was  included  in  the  valuation  of  the  property,  and 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  indenture  of 
assignment,  an  account  was  stated  between  the  plaintiff 
and  himself,  (which  he  had  set  forth  in  the  schedule  to  his 
answer),  shewing  in  what  manner  the  sum  of  1540/.  2^. 
was  applied.  The  defendant  then  set  forth  the  deed  of  as- 
signment,  bearing  date  the  22nd  day  of  January,  1880,  and 
made  between  the  Sheriff  of  Buckinghamshire  of  the  first 
part,  the  plaintiff  of  the  second  part,  Mr.  Du  Pre  of  the  third 
part,  and  the  defendant  of  the  fourth  part,  whereby,  after 
reciting  the  indenture  of  lease,  and  that  a  writ  of  fieri  facias 
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had  then  lately  issued  out  of  his  Majesty's  Court  of  King's  1841 
Bench^  directed  to  the  said  Sheriff,  commanding  him  to 
cause  to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in  his  bailiwick 
of  William  Clifford,  as  well  a  certain  debt  of  £1000,  which 
the  defendant  had  recovered  against  him  in  the  same 
Court,  as  also  65«.  for  damages  and  costs ;  and  which  said 
writ  was  returnable  before  our  said  Lord  the  King  at 
Westminster  on  Saturday  then  next  after  eight  days  of 
Saint  Hilary  then  next  ensuing,  and  was  indorsed — ''  Levy 
1081/.  7«.  8;"  and,  reciting  that  the  said  Sheriff  had,  by 
virtue  of  the  said  writ,  seized  and  taken  in  execution  the 
said  indenture  of  lease,  and  the  term  of  years  thereby 
granted,  and  the  household  furniture,  stock  in  trade, 
farming  implements,  and  other  effects  of  him  the  said 
plaintiff,  in,  upon,  and  about  the  dwelling-house,  farm,  and 
lands  in  his  occupation  as  aforesaid;  and  reciting  that  the 
said  Sheriff  had,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  con- 
tracted and  agreed  for  the  sale  to  him  the  defendant  of 
the  said  indenture,  of  lease,  and  the  term  of  years  thereby 
granted,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  and  the 
said  household  furniture  and  other  effects  so  seized  by  him 
the  said  Sheriff  as  aforesaid,  at  or  for  the  price  or  sum  of 
1540/.  2».,  the  amount  at  which  the  same  had  been  valued 
and  appraised  by  John  Everett,  James  Rolfe,  and  John 
Bolfe  respectively,  and  that  the  defendant  had  agreed  to 
take  an  assignment  thereof  in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of 
the  said  levy,  and  the  amount  paid  by  him  for  Sheriff's 
poundage  and  other  incidental  expenses  attending  the  said 
sale :  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of  1540/.  2s. 
to  the  Sheriff  in  hand  paid  by  the  defendant,  to  be  ap- 
plied in  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  said  debt  and 
damages,  the  said  Sheriff  did,  with  the  consent  and  ap- 
probation of  the  said  James  Du  Pr^,  as  far  as  in  him  lay, 
and  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  authority  in  him  vested  in 
and  by  the  said  recited  writ,  and  also  by  virtue  of  the 
statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  bargain,  sell,  assign. 
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1841.  transfer^  and  set  over^  and  the  plaintiff^  in  consideration 
of  10«.  to  himj  paid  by  the  defendant,  did  bargain,  sell, 
assign,  transfer,  set  over,  ratify  and  confirm  nnto  the  de- 
fendant, his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all  those 
the  said  messuages  and  premises  demised  by  the  said  in- 
denture of  lease,  and  also  all  the  household  goods  and 
other  effects  and  premises  which  had  been  taken  in  execu- 
tion as  aforesaid ;  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  defendant^  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  all  the  residue 
of  the  said  term  of  fourteen  years,  subject  to  the  payment 
of  the  rent  and  performance  of  the  covenants. 

The  account  contained  in  the  schedule  was  made  up  of 
the  sum  comprised  in  the  levy,  two  sums  of  jE120  and  £240, 
paid  by  the  defendant  to  Mr.  Du  Pr^  for  the  plaintiff's 
rent,  and  several  sums  for  poundage,  solicitor's  fees,  &c. 

The  plaintiff  proved  the  agreement,  as  laid  in  the  bill, 
by  the  evidence  of  John  Bolfe,  James  Bolfe,  and  John 
Everett,  the  persons  who  had  been  employed  by  the  de- 
fendant to  valae  the  stock  and  furniture.  The  evidence  of 
these  witnesses  was  very  circumstantial;  and,  with  the  ex- 
ception noticed  in  the  judgment,  perfectly  consistent.  The 
plaintiff,  also,  with  a  view  to  shew  part  performance  of  the 
agreement  by  the  defendant,  proved  several  payments  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff's  wife;  but  it  i^peared  from 
the  defendant's  evidence,  that  these  were  made  when  the 
plaintiff  and  his  wife  were  living  separate,  and  merely  as 
gratuities  to  the  wife. 

The  defendant  had  no  evidence  to  contradict  the  plain- 
tiff's witnesses.  His  solicitor  stated,  that  through  the 
whole  course  of  the  transaction  he  had  never  heard  of 
such  an  agreement  as  that  stated  in  the  bill;  but  it  ap- 
peared, that,  though  the  assignment  was  executed  at  his 
office,  he  was  not  actually  present  at  the  execution. 

Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Tr^,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  Court 
has  jurisdiction  to  grant  specific  performance:  BaU  v» 
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Coggs  (a)  j  AUerley  v.  Dixm  (6).    Considering  the  part        1841. 
perfonnaace  of  the  defendant,  the  plaintiff  has  a  right  to 
have  some  instmment  given  him,  to  establish  his  right  to 
the  annuity.    It  was  clearly  meant  that  he  should  have 
some  security.  At  all  events,  the  Court  will  entertain  a  bill, 
which  has  for  its  object  the  receipt  of  the  purchase-money 
under  an  agreement.    Wherever  there  remains  something 
to  be  done,  the  Court  will  entertain  jurisdiction.  It  is  clear, 
from  the  circumstances  in  this  case,  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  receive  full  consideration  for  the  assignment.     [The 
Vice-ChainceUor. — According  to  the  deed,  the  entire  con- 
sideration was  the  <£1542;  but  evidence  may  be  given 
to  shew  the  true  consideration :  R^_y^_8camnumdm  (c).] 
Here,  the  sheriff  levied  for  more  than  the  amount  of  the 
debt;  and  there  are  other  circumstances,  independently 
of  the  evidence,  which  shew  that  the  mere  consideration 
is  not  stated  in  the  deed.     The  plaintiff  assigns  by  the 
deed,  for  a  nominal  consideration;  but  it  is  perfectly  con- 
sistent with  that,  that  there  may  have  been  a  pecuniary 
consideration.     Considering  all  the  circumstances  and  the 
evidence,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  a  decree.     \Tke  Vice- 
Chancellor. — Have  you  any  cases  to  shew,  that  this  Court 
will  direct  payment  of  an  annuity,  without  directing  any 
security  ?]     Lady  Herbert  v.  Powis  (d)  is  in  point. 

Mr.  SbnpkinsoOf  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  defendant. — 
This  is  not  a  bill  to  impeach  the  deed,  or  to  have  the  sale 
declared  void;  but  it  calls  on  the  Court  to  perform  a  parol 
agreement  varying  essentially  from  the  terms  of  the  deed 
of  assignment.  The  agreement  as  stated  in  the  bill  ap- 
pears to  have  been  entered  into  without  consideration, 
and  it  varies  in  essential  particulars  from  the  agreement 
proved  by  the  plaintiff.    As  set  out  in  the  bill,  it  is  totally 

(a)  1  Bro.  P.  C.  140.        (b)  1  S.  &  S.  607.        (e)  3  T.  R.  474. 
(d)  1  Bro.  P.  C.  355. 
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1841.  silent  as  to  the  stock  and  furniture ;  it  is  a  bare  agree** 
ment^  that^  in  consideration  of  the  plaintiff  agreeing  to 
join  in  the  assignment  of  the  lease,  the  defendant  shall 
grant  him  an  annuity^  &;c.  But  the  lease  being  worth 
nothings  the  whole  consideration  for  the  agreement  stated 
in  the  bill  is  void ;  and  the  Court  cannot  decree  specific 
performance  in  favour  of  a  party  from  whom  no  con-» 
sideration  moves.  There  are  other  parts  of  the  agreement 
as  proved,  which  are  not  stated  in  the  bill;  for  instance, 
the  defendant's  agreeing  to  appoint  the  plaintiff's  son  as 
bailiff  of  the  farm,  &;c.  Then,  it  is  said,  the  payments  to 
the  wife  were  in  pait  performance  of  the  contract  to  pay 
the  annuity ;  but  the  letters  of  the  plaintiff  clearly  shew^ 
that  he  claimed  no  right  to  these  payments,  and  that  they 
were  the  result  of  the  defendant's  bounty.  Upon  the 
whole,  to  decree  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  would  be  to 
break  through  the  ordinary  rules  of  evidence,  by  allowing 
parol  testimony  to  contravene  the  express  terms  of  a  deed* 
Besides,  the  agreement  sought  to  be  enforced  is  uncertain 
in  its  nature.  An  agreement  to  find  a  house,  worth  £10 
a  year,  is  like  a  covenant  to  rebuild  or  repair;  which  the 
Court  will  not  execute.  If  any  term  be  of  an  uncertain 
nature,  the  Court  will  refuse  to  execute  any  pait:  Kimber- 
ley  V.  Jennings  (a). 

The  Vice-chancellor,  afler  reading  the  agreement 
as  stated  in  the  bill,  proceeded  as  follows : — ^It  has  been 
agreed  at  the  bar,  that,  having  regard  to  the  state  of  the 
pleadings  and  the  circumstances,  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
and  the  act  relating  to  the  memorializing  of  annuities,  are 
out  of  the  question  in  the  present  case.  It  may  be  con- 
venient to  consider,  in  the  first  place,  before  the  objections 
in  point  of  law  are  mentioned,  whether  the  agreement 
stated  in  the  bill  is  proved  in  point  of  fact;  because  the  de- 

(fl)  6  Sim.  340. 
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fendant,  by  his  answer^  positively  denies  the  agFeement.        1841. 
There  are  certain  facts,  however,  common  both  to  the     cuffobo 
plaintiff  and  the  defendant — facts,  in  which  both  are  »• 

.  TURRBLL. 

agreed. 

The  plaintiff  was  a  farmer  in  Buckinghamshire)  and  had 
married  a  sister  of  the  defendant.  He  occupied  a  farm  at 
Woobnrn  Green,  which  was  held  by  a  lease  firom  Mr.  Da 
Pr^  Of  that  lease,  in  1829,  several  years  were  unexpired. 
The  defendant  had  become  surety  for  the  plaintiff  to  Mr. 
Du  Pr£  for  the  payment  of  the  rent,  the  amount  of  which 
was  £240  per  annum. 

The  plaintiff,  as  appears  from  the  evidence,  was  not  a 
prudent  man,  or  a  good  manager,  and  fell  into  difficulties. 
In  1829,  besides  the  rent  for  his  farm  having  fidlen  into 
arrear,  he  was  indebted  to  the  defendant  for  money  lent, 
which  was  secured  by  a  warrant  of  attorney  and  judgment. 

In  this  state  of  things  in  1829,  the  defendant  appeared 
to  think  it  best  for  himself,  and  probably  also  for  the 
family  of  the  plaintiff,  that  the  farming  business,  carried 
on  by  the  plaintiff,  should  be  put  an  end  to ;  and,  accord- 
ingly, he  issued  a  writ  o(  fieri  facias  upon  the  judgment  in 
November,  under  which  the  sheriff  of  Buckinghamshire 
seized  the  plaintiff's  effects. 

The  fiirming  stock  and  furniture,  it  is  agreed  on  all 
hands,  were  included  in  the  seizure.  It  is  said  on  the  one 
hand,  and  denied  on  the  other,  that  the  lease  was  in- 
cluded ;  but,  in  the  view  which  I  take  of  the  case,  that  is 
not  material.  It  is  agreed  on  all  hands,  at  least  it  is  clearly 
proved,  that  the  lease  was  worth  nothing.  The  stock  and 
the  furniture  were  of  considerable  value,  and  were  ap- 
praised— and,  as  it  seems  to  me,  fiurly  appraised — at  a  sum 
exceeding  by  several  hundred  pounds  the  total  debt  and 
costs  for  which  the  levy  was  made.  There  is  no  occasion, 
therefore,  to  deal  with  the  question,  whether  the  term  was 
or  was  not  of  value,  or  whether  it  was  or  was  not  seized ; 

VOL.  T.  L  N.  c.  c. 
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1841.  because  the  debt  and  costs  were  exceeded  by  the  value  of 
the  goods  unquestionably  seized. 

Negotiations  were  pending  for  several  weeks^  during 
which  the  sheriff  was  in  possession ;  a  treaty  was  entered 
into,  relating  not  merely  to  the  debt  of  the  defendant,  but 
to  a  much  more  general  and  extended  arrangement  as  to 
the  plaintiffs  affairs ;  as  the  defendant  was  surety  for  the 
plaintiff's  rent^  and  the  rent  would  be  payable  to  the  land* 
lord  for  some  time  to  come. 

This  treaty  produced  the  deed  which  is  part  of  the  case 
on  both  sides — ^the  deed  of  assignment  of  the  22nd  January, 
1830.  [His  Honour  here  read  the  names  of  the  parties  to 
and  the  recitals  of  the  deed.]  The  conclusion  of  these  re-> 
oitals  ia  singular.  [His  Honour  then  read  the  operative 
part  of  the  deed.]  The  case,  as  far  as  I  have  stated  it,  is 
common  to  both  parties.  It  may  be  mentioned,  however, 
that  the  sum  of  1542/.  2#.,  which  is  stated  by  the  deed  to 
have  been  paid  to  the  sheriff,  is  accounted  for  by  the  de- 
fendant  in  the  account  stated  in  the  schedule  to  his  answer, 
in  the  following  way: — [His  Honour  here  read  tiie  account.] 
Now,  this  being  part  of  the  case  as  proved,  wiUiout  dispute 
or  question,  it  is  plain  that  the  deed  does  not  exhibit  the 
whole  of  the  transaction  as  it  was — ^that  is  clear.  The 
contention  between  the  parties  arises  thus.  The  plaintiff 
says  he  was  unwilling  to  execute  the  deed;  for  that  to  have 
given  up  his  farm,  and  everything  upon  it,  would  have  left 
him  without  occupation,  without  a  home,  without  the 
means  of  obtaining  bread.  He  appears  to  have  intimated 
that  he  could  have  had  a  conmussion  of  bankrupt  issued 
against  him,  (whether  he  could  or  not,  does  not  appear), 
by  which  the  execution  might  have  been  defeated,  and  he 
might  have  reduced  Turrell's  means  of  paying  his  debt. 
He  alleges  that,  after  having  refused  to  execute  the  assign^ 
ment,  he  was  induced  to  do  it  by  a  promise  from  the  defend- 
ant of  an  annuity  of  £40  a  year  for  his  Ufe,  and  a  house  worth 
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iElO  a  year^  and  that^  relying  on  this  collateral  pnnniaej 
he  executed  the  deed.    This  the  defendant  denies. 

Now  is  that  agreement  proved  in  point  of  fact  ?  It  is 
proved  by  three  witnesses^  each  of  whom  appears  to  be  a 
person  of  respectability^  John  Bolfe^  James  Bolfe,  and 
Everett,  who  were  the  persons  employed  as  valuers.  In 
saying  that  th^  prove  the  agreement,  I  lay  no  stress  upon 
the  conversations  which  have  been  given  in  evidence,  be- 
cause they  are  not  put  in  issue;  but,  wiUiout  allowing  any 
weight  to  them,  I  find  three  witnesses  distinctly  proving 
ike  agreement  stated  in  the  bill,  subject  only  to  an  obser- 
vation which  I  shall  make  presently.  These  three  wit- 
nesses have  been  cross-examined,  which  has  only  tended  to 
confirm  their  testimony,  not  only  by  enabling  them  to  re- 
peat ^eir  statement,  but  by  shewing  what  was  in  the  de- 
fendant's mind  and  knowledge  when  he  examined  them. 
Independently  of  cross-examining^  them,  he  has  examined 
each  of  the  three  in  chief;  therefore,  each  of  the  three  has 
been  three  times  examined. 

Considering,  then,  that  these  three  persons  of  respecta- 
bility one  and  all  speak  plainly  to  this  £act,it  would  be  too 
much  to  say  that  the  agreement  is  not  proved.  If  it  were 
less  distinctly  proved,  I  should  have  been  of  opinion  that 
great  weight  was  due  to  the  observations  made  at  the  bar, 
upon  the  subject  of  the  plaintiff's  letters^  and  the  line  of 
conduct  pursued  by  all  parties;  because,  not  only  the  let- 
ters shew  no  claim  except  on  the  bounty  of  the  defendant, 
but  the  defendant  i^pears  to  have  considered  himself  as 
the  master  of  the  allowance,  (if  I  may  so  speak),  as  the  re- 
gulator of  what  he  treated  as  his  own  bounty,  and  as  enti- 
tled to  give  it  to  his  sister  in  such  manner  as  he  thought 
fit.  I  repeat  that  I  should  have  given  great  weight  to  this 
part  of  the  evidence,  both  written  and  oral,  if  the  testi«> 
mony  of  the  Bolfes  and  Everett  were  less  clear  and  dis- 
.tinet.    Seeing  what  it  is,  it  would  be  unsafe  to  suffer  it  to 

l2 
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1841.        be  shaken  by  a  mere  inference  drawn  from  the  letters  and 
Clifpord     conduct  to  which  I  have  referred. 

V'  It  is  said  that  the  agreement  proved  is  not  the  agree- 

ment alleged ;  that  the  agreement  alleged  is  simply  for  an 
annuity  of  £40^  and  a  house  of  £10  per  annum^  in  consi- 
deration of  the  assignment^  whereas  the  agreement  proved 
contains  the  additional  term  of  employing  the  plaintiff's 
son  as  bailiff,  and  disposing  of  the  profits  for  the  benefit  of 
the  family.  But  these  are  additions  for  the  plaintiff's 
benefit,  and  not  for  the  defendant's  advantage,  leaving  un- 
touched the  fact  of  the  agreement  as  to  the  annuity  and 
the  house;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  circumstance  of  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  being  thus  extended  by  the  evi- 
dence of  the  witnesses  makes  any  difference. 

I  was  struck  at  first  by  the  difference  of  the  answer  of 
James  Bolfe  in  his  examination  in  chief,  from  that  given 
in  his  cross-examination,  and  that  of  the  other  vritnesses. 
Considering,  however,  that,  when  by  his  deposition  he 
stated  jE50  as  the  amount  of  the  annuity  instead  of  £40, 
he  was  not  examined  upon  the  particular  point,  because 
the  interrogatory  then  administered  to  him  had  other  ob- 
jects— considering  the  distinct  manner  in  which,  upon  his 
cross-examination,  he  states  the  amount,  and  the  dear 
manner  in  which  the  others  speak,  I  think  that  the  just 
and  unavoidable  inference  is,  that  there  is  a  mistake  in  his 
first  deposition,  and,  therefore,  that  the  circumstances  else- 
where deposed  to  are  not  impeached,  and  the  agreement 
not  rendered  uncertain  by  this  part  of  his  evidence. 

It  is  then  said,  that,  supposing  the  agreement  to  be 
proved  in  fSsu^,  there  are  objections  in  point  of  law  to  the 
reception  of  the  evidence,  because  it  is  contrary  to  the 
tenour  of  a  solemn  deed  executed  by  the  parties.  It  is 
clear,  even  in  cases  where  the  Statute  of  Frauds  does  not 
apply,  that  the  rules  of  law  may  exclude  parol  evidence, 
where  a  written  instrument  stands  in  competition  with  it : 
but  it  has  long  been  settled,  that  it  is  not  within  any  rule 
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of  this  nature  to  adduce  evidence  of  a  consideration  addi-  1841. 
tional  to  vhat  is  stated  in  a  written  instniment.  Beaf  v. 
Scamnumdem  (a)  is  not  the  only  case  which  establishes  that 
proposition.  The  rule  is,  that,  where  there  is  one  con- 
sideration stated  in  the  deed,  you  may  prove  any  other 
consideration  which  existed,  not  in  contradiction  to  the 
instrument;  and  it  is  not  in  contradiction  to  the  instru- 
ment to  prove  a  larger  consideration  than  that  which 
is  stated.  Taking  therefore  the  evidence  to  prove  an  ad- 
ditional consideration  beyond  the  consideration  expressed 
in  the  deed,  there  is  no  sound  objection  in  law  to  affect 
the  reception  of  that  evidence.  It  is  true,  the  deed  states 
that  the  lease  was  included  in  the  levy.  Whether  it  was 
or  was  not,  is  immaterial  in  my  judgment.  I  should  think , 
that,  if  it  was  not  included  in  the  levy,  the  plaintiff  would 
not  be  estopped  here  from  shewing  that  fact.  Taking  it 
that  it  was  included  in  the  levy,  it  is  not  contested  that 
the  lease  was  worth  nothing — ^it  is  not  contested,  that  the 
debt  for  which  the  security  was  given,  was  considerably 
less  than  the  amount  of  the  stock  and  furniture;  and 
hence,  perhaps,  it  might  be  considered  advisable,  that  the 
title  should  not  be  taken  from  the  sheriff  alone,  without 
the  concurrence  of  the  plaintiff. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  think  the  evidence  receivable,  not- 
withstanding the  words  of  the  deed,  to  shew  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  objected  to  execute  the  assignment,  until  a  col- 
lateral promise  had  been  made  to  him,  to  allow  him  an 
annuity  of  £40  a-year,  and  a  house  worth  £10  a-year.  I 
think  the  promise  was  binding  though  the  lease  was 
worthless,  and  that  the  worthlessness  of  it  did  not  make 
it  less  an  object  to  the  surety  to  obtain  an  assignment  of 
it.  I  conceive,  therefore,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
the  benefit  of  the  agreement. 

At  one  period  of  the  argument  I  felt  some  difficulty, 

(a)  3  T.  R.  474. 
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whether^  this  transaction  having  occurred  long  ago,  and  it 
being  a  mere  peconiary  demand,  there  was  on  that  ground 
any  equity  to  support  the  bill;  but,  upon  the  pleadings 
being  brought  more  fully  before  the  Court,  and  the  mat- 
ter being  more  fully  discussed,  I  am  satisfied  that  this  is  a 
case  in  which  the  Court  ought  not  to  decline  jurisdiction. 
A  case  is  stated,  in  which,  setting  the  Statute  of  Frauds 
out  of  the  question,  a  bill  might  have  been  maintained 
by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff,  to  compel  him  to 
execute  the  assignment.  That,  therefore,  is  a  reason  to 
compel  the  performance  of  the  terms  iq>on  which  the  plain- 
tiff agreed  to  execute  the  assignment.  A  case  also  has 
been  refiorred  to,  which  was  decided  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
in  which  payment  of  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  was  en- 
forced by  a  bill  in  equity.  For  these  and  other  reasons 
stated  in  the  argument,  though  these  are  enough,  I  am  of 
opinion,  that  the  Court  ought  to  exercise  jurisdiction  in 
this  case.    Therefore*— 


Dbcrbe  ipccific  performance  of  the  agreement;  take  an  account  of 
what  is  due  for  arrears  of  the  annuity ;  let  the  defendant  have  credit  for 
what  he  has  paid  the  plabtiff's  wife;  direct  an  annuity  of  £40  a  year  to 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  future,  and  let  the  defendant  have  the  option 
of  finding  a  house  of  the  value  of  £10  a  year  for  his  Hfe.  Considering 
that  the  plaintiff  has  asked  more  than  he  is  entitled  to,  by  claiming  secu- 
rity for  his  annuity,  and  has  made  chaiges  against  the  defendant  which  he 
could  not  establish,  and  considering  also  the  general  complexion  of  the 
ease,  let  there  be  no  costs  on  either  side  up  to  the  hearing. 
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1841. 

D4e.Uth,l7ih, 
Holland  t^.  Claek.  1842, 

SJan.  11 M. 
ABAH  CLARK  by  her  will  dated  the  5th  of  January,  H.diedinisii, 

1811,  after  making  several  pecuniary  and  specific  bequests,  q^^^ed  a  le- 

and  devising  certain  real  estates  to  her  two  sons,  James  and  8«T  to  *  wo- 

^  '  man  who  atter- 

J  ohn  Clark,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  them  the  rest,  resi-  wards  married 
due,  and  remainder  of  her  goods  and  chattels,  ready  money,  in  December, 
stock  in  trade,  and  all  other  her  personal  estate  and  effects  ^^^^^  J7h. 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  to  and  for  their  own  use  and  «*▼«  ^  pi*^"- 

tiff  a  written  ac" 

benefit,  they  paying  thereout  the  legacies  thereinbefore  be-  knowtodgment 
queathed,  as  they  should  become  due;  amongst  which  was  Mmteiy  ud 
a  legacy  of  £150  to  Susannah  Clark,  daughter  of  the  tes-  j^i^J^'Sr' 
tatrix's  son  Joseph  Clark,  when  she  should  attain  the  age  07^  ^  P^*^' 

tiff  ;f  150  for 
tlie  legacy,  and 
£hO  for  interest.  In  18S5,  the  plaintiff's  wife  died.  Matters  of  bosineashanng  occurred  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  execators,  in  which  mutual  demands  and  accounts  arose,  the  plaintiff,  in  Sep- 
tember, 1839,  brought  his  action  against  the  executors  to  reeorer  what  he  alleged  to  be  due  on 
those  seoowitB,  in<:lndiBg  the  j^O  mentioned  in  the  memorandnm,  and  interest  thereon.  In 
this  action  the  defendants  pleaded  separately,  and  one  of  them  paid  £46  into  Court,  which  the 
plaintiff  reeeired  and  abandoned  the  action  as  to  him.  The  plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill  against 
both  defendants  for  payment  of  the  legacy,  and  in  defence  to  the  bill  the  defendants,  amongst 
other  things,  insisted  )>y  their  answers  on  tiie  Statute  of  liraiUtions  (stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27), 
and  that  the  action  was  a  bar  to  the  demand  in  equity : — Held, 

1st.  That  the  written  memorandum  amounted  to  an  acknowledgment  taking  the  claim  to  the 
legacy  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

2ndly.  That,  whether  it  amounted  to  an  admission  of  assets  or  not,  it  gave  the  plaintiff  no 
right  of  action. 

3nlly.  That,  unless  equivalent  to  an  admission  of  assets,  it  did  not  create  a  personal  demand 
against  ^e  defendants,  enforceable  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

4thly.  niat  it  had  not  the  effect  of  barring  or  pngndidng  die  right  of  the  plaintiff's  wife  in 
the  legacy,  or  his  title  in  right  of  his  wife  as  a  legatee. 

•  5thly.  That  the  proceedings  in  the  action  did  not  necessarily  amount  to  an  estoppel  of  the  suit 
in  equity,  but  that,  in  order  to  determine  the  efficacy  of  the  suit,  it  was  competent  for  this  Court 
to  inquire  on  what  account  the  £46  was  paid  into  Court  in  the  action. 

6tUy.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  arrears  of  interest  on  the  legacy  beyond  six  years 
before  the  filing  of  the  biU.    (See  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  sect.  42.) 

In  order  that  an  acknowledgment  may  have  the  effect  of  taking  a  demand  out  of  the  operation 
of  the  Statute  of  imitations  (stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27),  the  acknowledgment  must  appear  to 
have  been  made  with  a  view  of  rendering  the  party  making  it  liable  to  the  demand,  and  it  must 
have  been  made  to  the  party  entitied  to  make  the  demand.  Therefore,  where  a  bill  was  brought 
against  two  executors  for  payment  of  a  legacy  bequeathed  to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  and  for  arrears 
of  interest  aoerued  since  her  death,  and  the  plaintiff,  with  a  view  of  taking  his  demand  for  in- 
terest out  of  the  operation  of  the  42nd  section  of  the  statute,  relied  on  certain  letters  written 
by  one  of  the  executors  to  his  the  plaintiff's  attorney: — Held,  1st.  That  the  letters  had  not  the 
effect  ascribed  to  them  by  the  plaintiff,  because  they  had  been  written  by  the  party,  not  for  the 
purpose  of  charging  himself,  but  of  throwing  the  burden  of  payment  on  the  co-executor.  2ndly. 
That  even  if  they  had  been  written  for  the  purpose  of  charging  himself,  it  was  questionable 
whether  they  would  avail  the  plaintiff,  inasmuch  as  they  were  written  before  the  plaintiff  had 
taken  out  letters  ofadminiahration  to  his  wife. 
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1841.  of  twenty-one  years^  with  a  gift  over  in  the  event  of  her 
dying  under  that  age;  and  the  testatrix  appointed  her 
said  sons  James  Clark  and  John  Clark  executors  of  her 
will. 

The  testatrix  died  soon  after  the  date  of  her  will,  which 
was  duly  proved  by  James  and  John  Clark  on  the  17th 
January,  1811.  Susannah  Clark  having  survived  the  tes- 
tatrix, and  having,  as  it  appeared,  attained  the  age  of  twen- 
ty-one in  1819,  married  Geoige  Holland  in  the  year  1820, 
and  died  in  June,  1835. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  25th  April,  1840,  by  George 
Holland,  as  administrator  of  his  late  wife,  against  James 
and  John  Clark,  praying  payment  of  the  legacy,  with  in- 
terest firom  the  time  of  his  wife  attaining  twenty-one,  and, 
if  necessary,  that  the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testatrix. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  after  his  marriage,  fre- 
quently applied  to  the  defendants  for  payment  of  the  lega- 
cy and  interest,  and  that,  although  the  defendants  did  not 
pay  it,  they  nevertheless  acknowledged  the  plaintiff  ^s  right 
to  receive  and  be  paid  the  same  out  of  the  testatrix's  as- 
sets, which  they  admitted  were  fully  sufficient  for  that 
purpose ;  and,  particularly,  the  defendants  on  the  2Sth  o{ 
December,  1825,  duly  signed  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff 
an  acknowledgment  in  writing,  in  the  following  terms : — 

'' Hornchurch,  December  26th,  1825. 

''We  separately  and  jointly  acknowledge  we  owe  Mr. 

George  Holland  of  Stifford,  Essex,  the  sum  of  £150,  being 

a  legacy  left  to  his  wife  by  the  late  Mrs.  Sarah  Clark,  of 

Hornchurch,  Essex,  and  £bO  interest  thereon  to  the  above 

date. 

(Signed)  "  Jambs  Claek,  1  Executors  " 

"John  Clark,   J -"^^ecutors. 

The  bill  further  stated  that  the  defendant  John  Clark, 
on  or  about  the  22nd  July,  1838,  wrote  and  sent  to  Mr. 
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Wadeson^  the  plaintiff's  solicitor^  a  letter  of  that  date  in        184  h 
the  following  terms : — 

**  Sib, — ^I  have  looked  into  my  late  mother's  will^  and  it 
appears  to  me,  that  she  did  not  charge  the  legacy  given  to 
the  late  Mrs.  Holland  upon  her  real  estate.  My  impres- 
sion is,  and  always  has  been,  that  it  was  payable  out  of  her 
personal  estate;  and  I  believe  it  was  the  impression  also  of 
Mr.  Holland  and  my  brother,  when  we  gave  Mr*  Holland 
our  promissory  note  for  the  legacy,  payable  with  interest , 
which  Mr.  Holland  now  holds.  I  should  think  that  instru- 
ment will  enable  him  to  recover  the  amount.  As  Mr.  Sterry 
has  been  applied  to  by  you  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  Holland's 
debt,  I  conjecture  it  must  have  been  in  consequence  of  my 
brother's  application  to  that  gentleman.  I  will,  therefore, 
write  to  Mr.  Sterry  to-day,  and  inform  him  that  I  do  not 
object  to  Mr.  Holland's  demand,  and  that  I  shall  expect 
my  brother  to  pay  it,  relying,  as  I  do,  upon  the  indemnity 
given  to  me,  which  Mr.  Sterry  prepared. 

(Signed)  "  John  Claek." 

The  bill  charged,  that,  although  more  than  twenty  years 
had  elapsed  since  the  legacy  first  became  payable,  yet,  by 
the  written  acknowledgment  of  the  25th  December,  1825, 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  the  legacy  and  interest  was  duly 
acknowledged  by  the  defendants  within  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  so  as  to  pre- 
vent the  plaintiff's  right  firom  being  barred;  and,  farther, 
that  the  letter  of  John  Clark  to  Wadeson  likewise  ope- 
rated to  prevent  time  being  a  bar  to  the  plaintiff's  claim. 
The  bill  also  charged,  that,  by  signing  the  acknowledgment, 
the  defendants  had  admitted  assets,  and  that  they  had  also 
on  other  occasions  admitted  assets. 

-  The  two  defendants  put  in  separate  answers.  Both  ad- 
mitted that  the  legacy  had  not  been  paid,  and  that  they 
had  signed  the  memorandum  of  the  25th  of  December, 
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184L        1826.    John  Clark,  howeTer,  denied  assets.    James,  on 
the  other  hand,  admitted  them. 

The  case  which  John  Clark  made  by  his  answer,  (of 
which  the  parts  within  inrerted  commas  were  read  by  the 
plaintiff),  was  as  follows: — ''That  he  and  his  brother 
had  been  for  many  years  in  partnership  as  farmers  and 
millers,  and  had  had  many  dealings  with  the  plaintiff  in 
the  way  of  business,  and  that  in  December,  1826,  they  had 
come  to  a  partial  settlement  of  accounts  with  the  plaintiff, 
when  they  made  and  gave  him  the  memorandum  or  ac- 
knowledgment set  out  in  the  bill.''  That  after  the  memo- 
randum had  been  given,  the  dealings  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendants  continued  as  before  till  the  end  of 
1836,  during  the  whole  of  which  time  the  amount  men- 
tioned in  the  memorandum  was  treated  and  acknowledged 
by  the  defendants  as  their  personal  debt.  ''That  in  July, 
1886,  it  was  agreed  that  the  partnership  between  the  de- 
fendants should  be  dissolved,  upon  the  terms  of  John  giving 
up  his  share  of  the  farming  stock  and  crops,  and  James 
paying  every  debt  and  demand  which  might  be  due  from 
them  to  any  person  whatever,  including,  as  the  defendant 
insisted,  the  demand  of  the  plaintiff.  That  this  agreement 
was  carried  into  effect  by  a  deed,  dated  the  80th  Sep- 
tember, 1886/'  That  the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  this 
arrangement,  and  for  some  years  afterwards  applied  to 
James  alone  for  payment  of  the  debt,  but  that,  on  fiul- 
ing  in  his  application,  he  in  April,  1888,  delivered  an  ac- 
count to  him,  the  defendant  John,  claiming  a  balance  due 
to  him  of  dE366,  including  the  legacy  and  interest.  That, 
nevertheless,  he  the  defendant,  unless  he  should  be  held 
liable  on  the  memorandum  of  the  26th  December,  1826, 
denied  that  anything  was  due  from  him  to  the  plaintiff, 
but  on  the  contrary,  he  alleged  that,  if  the  account  were 
taken,  the  plaintiff  would  be  found  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ants in  37/.  Ss.  "  That  on  or  about  the  18th  day  of  June, 
1839,  the  plaintiff,  by  letter  written  to  and  now  in  the  de- 
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fendanf  s  possession^  fixed  the  Tuesday  following  to  meet  1841. 
the  defendant;  for  the  purpose  of  arranging  the  plaintiflTs 
account;  at  which  meeting,  the  plaintiff  requested  that 
Mr.  Jonathan  Kitching,  the  defendant's  brother-in»lawj 
should  be  present ;  and  that  Mr.  Kitching  accordingly 
met  the  plaintiff  and  his  fiiend,  Mr.  Smith,  and  at  the 
meeting  the  defendant,  Mr.  Kitching,  and  the  plaintiff  ex- 
amined and  discussed  every  item  in  the  plaintiff's  account; 
and  the  defendant  soon  after  the  meeting  received  from  Mr. 
Kitching  an  anafysis  of  the  plaintiff's  account,  shewing  the 
true  result  of  such  examination  and  discussion ;  and  the  mi- 
nute is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say : — 

James  and  John  Clark,  in  account  with  Geoige  Holland. 
Dr.  Cr. 

1830,  1831,   1832,   1834,  By  Error,     ...    £3  19    0 

1835,  to  Goods,  .    .    .  £79    2     1     By  James  and  John 
Balance  in  £irotir  of  Jamei  Clark's  account  •  112  11  10 

and  John  Clark    ...    37    8    9 


£116  10  10  £116  10  10 

James  Clark,  in  account  with  George  Holland. 
1828.  Cash  hy  Checks,      .  £37     8     0 

James  and  John  Clark  as  Executors. 
Drs.  To  amount  of  Legacy   150    0    0 
Interest      ....     50    0    0 
Interest  on  £150  from 
25th  Dec,  1825,  to 
25th  Dec,  1839, 14 
years,  at  4  per  cent,     84    0    0 


£284    0    0 


and  at  this  interview  the  plaintiff  expressed  himself  satis* 
fied  with  the  result  of  the  examination  of  the  said  account : 
and  it  was  then  agreed  between  the  defendant  and  plaintiff^ 
that  the  defendant^  James  Clark^  shonld  be  required  and 
compelled  to  pay  what  was  justly  due  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
his  said  account,  in  performance  of  the  stipulations  con- 
tained in  the  deed  of  the  80th  September,  1836,  and  that 
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1841.  the  defendant  should  give  to  the  plaintiff  every  informa- 
tion and  assistance  in  his  power  to  enable  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  from  the  other  defendant^  James  Clark^  what  was 
justly  due  to  the  plaintiff.  And  this  defendant  further 
saith,  that>  pursuant  to  such  last-mentioned  agreement^ 
the  plaintiff  did^  as  this  defendant  has  been  informed  and 
believes^  instruct  his  attorney  to  write  and  send  to  this  de- 
fendant a  letter^  addressed  to  this  defendant  and  to  the 
defendant  James  Clark,  which  is  now  in  this  defendant's 
possession,  which  is  in  the  words  and  figures  following; 
that  is  to  say,— Romford,  20th  June,  1889,''  &;c.  The  de- 
fendant  then  set  forth  a  correspondence,  the  whole  of  which 
was  read  by  the  plaintiff,  between  Mr.  Wadeson,  the  plain- 
tiff's attorney,  and  himself,  and  also  between  his  brother  and 
himself,  respecting  the  plaintiff's  "  claims  and  demands," 
"the  liquidation  of  his  demand,"  "  his  debt,"  ftic.  In  the 
course  of  this  correspondence,  the  defendant  used  the  fol- 
lowing expressions : — ^'^It  is  my  wish  that  his  account  should 
be  both  adjusted  and  liquidated,  and  Mr.  Holland  knows 
that  Mr.  James  Clark  is  the  person  by  whom  both  these 
things  should  be  done.  Every  facility  I  can  afford  Mr. 
Holland  to  attain  these  objects  I  will  readily  give  him." 

The  last  letter  set  out  in  this  answer  was  that  of  the 
plaintiff's  attorney,  to  which  the  letter  of  the  defendant, 
John,  set  out  in  the  bill,  was  in  reply.  It  was  dated  the 
19th  July,  1835,  and  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

"Sir, — On  Wednesday  last,  I  had  an  interview  with 
Mr.  Sterry  on  the  subject  of  Mr.  Holland's  demand  against 
yourself  and  brother;  and  the  only  question  seemed  to  be, 
by  whom,  with  reference  to  the  arrangement  made  be- 
tween yourself  and  brother  on  the  dissolution  of  your  late 
partnership,  the  legacy  given  to  Mr.  Holland's  wife,  and 
the  interest,  should  be  paid.  I  understand  that  the  legacy 
is  charged  upon  the  real  estates  devised  to  you  and  your 
brother  by  Mrs.  Clark's  will ;  and  that,  upon  the  dissolu- 
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tion  of  your  partnership^  your  brother  gave  you  an  in-  1841. 
demnity  against  the  partnership  debts.  The  question  is^ 
whether  that  indemnity  extends  to  the  legacy  and  interest. 
I  think  not;  but  you  will  exercise  your  own  discretion 
upon  the  subject.  According  to  the  statements  furnished, 
some  by  Mr.  Holland,  it  appears  that,  with  the  interest 
calculated  to  June,  1839,  there  is  due  to  him  upon  the 
legacy  and  other  accounts,  385/.  16s.  4d.}  and  Mr.  Holland 
finding  a  difficulty  on  the  part  of  Mr.  James  Clark  in 
getting  this  matter  brought  to  a  close,  he  will  be  imder 
the  necessity  of  taking  legal  means  for  enforcing  his  de- 
mand; but  being  unwilling  to  adopt  such  a  course,  without 
giving  you  an  opportunity  of  communicating  with  Mr. 
Sterry,  he  has  authorized  me  to  suspend  proceedings  for 
a  few  days.  I  rely  therefore  on  hearing  from  you  on  or 
before  Wednesday  next." 

The  defendant,  James  Clark,  by  his  answer,  stated, 
that  for  ten  years  after  the  death  of  the  testatrix  he  had 
maintained  and  educated  the  plaintiff's  wife;  and  that,  in 
a  conversation  which  he  had  with  her  on  the  subject  of  the 
legacy  on  her  coming  of  age,  she  admitted  that  he  had 
expended  on  her  much  more  than  the  amount  of  the 
legacy,  and  that  she  was  in  fact  his  debtor.  That  after 
her  marriage,  however,  the  plaintiff  being  very  importu- 
nate for  payment  of  the  legacy,  the  memorandum  in  ques- 
tion was  signed  and  delivered  to  the  wife,  under  an  express 
promise  on  her  part  that  it  should  not  be  enforced.  That 
no  claim  was  made  upon  it  during  her  lifetime,  and  that 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  first  time,  alluded  to  the  legacy  in 
June,  1837. 

It  was  stated  in  the  answers  of  both  defendants,  and 
proved  in  the  caase,  that  in  September,  1839,  the  plain- 
tiff, who  had  not  then  taken  out  letters  of  administration 
to  his  wife,  commenced  an  action  against  the  two  defend- 
ants for  the  recovery  of  894/.  4^.  4^.,  the  alleged  amount 
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Clabk. 


of  his  debt  and  interest;  that,  to  this  action,  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  severaUy — John  pleading  nunquam  indebiiaius, 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  a  set-off;  and  James  plead- 
ing the  same  pleas,  and  also  payment,  except  as  to  £46,  par- 
ed of  the  monies  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  as  to  the 
£46j  payment  of  the  same  into  Court,  against  the  further 
maintenance  of  the  action  (a).  Under  the  last  plea,  the 
sum  of  £46  was  paid  into  Court  by  James,  which  sum  the 
plaintiff  accepted,  and  entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  him 
for  the  residue  of  the  action* 

The  defendant,  John,  insisted  by  his  answer,  that,  inas- 
much as  this  action  was  still  pending,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  maintain  a  bill  against  him  for  the  same  matter.  And 
James  insisted,  that  the  plaintiff's  alleged  right  to  the 
legacy  was  effectually  barred  and  estopped  by  the  action. 


(a)  The  fonn  of  this  plea  is  given 
by  the  17th  of  the  Reg.  Gen.,  H.  T., 
1834.  See  5  B.  &  Ad.,  Append,  vi. 
It  will  be  perceived  from  the  judg- 
ment in  the  principal  case,  that  this 
Conit  directed  an  enqniry  on  what 
account  the  £46  was  paid  into  the 
court  of  law,  under  the  plea  of  pay- 
ment into  Court  It  seems  that 
even  at  law  the  defendant  will,  in 
some  cases,  be  requirod  to  shew  dis* 
tinotly  on  what  account  the  money 
is  paid  in  under  such  a  plea.  Thus, 
where  an  action  is  brought  on  a  bill 
of  exchange,  and  for  money  paid, 
money  lent,  &c.,  it  seems  that  the 
defendant  cannot  plead  payment 
into  Court  of  part  of  the  money  de- 
manded by  all  the  counts,  unless  he 
shews  distinctly  what  portion  ci  the 
money  paid  into  Court  is  to  be 
ascribed  to  the  bill  of  exchange,  or 
plead  specially  to  the  bill  of  ex- 
change, in  ease  no  portion  of  the 
money  is  paid  into  Court  in  respect 


of  such  bill.  The  reason  of  this 
seems  to  be,  that  the  plea  d  pay- 
ment into  Court  does  not,  as  to  the 
money  not  covered  by  it,  amount  to 
a  plea  of  non  assumpsit ;  and  that  if 
it  did,  it  would  be  no  effectual  plea 
to  a  count  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  as 
non  assumpsit  cannot  be  pleaded  to 
an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange. 
See  on  this  subject  Jourdain  r, 
Johnam,  2  C.  M.  &  R.  564.  Ge- 
nerally, however,  where  there  are 
several  counts  for  several  causes  of 
action,  or  where  several  breaches 
are  assigned  in  covenant,  the  de- 
fendant may  plead  payment  into 
Court  of  one  entire  sum,  in  satis- 
faction of  all  the  counts  or  breaches. 
Marshall  V.  Whiteside,  1  M.  &  W. 
188 ;  1  Tyr.  &  G.  485.  See  fur- 
ther on  the  subject  of  this  plea, 
Sharman  v.  Stevenson,  2  C.  M.  & 
R.  75 ;  Jones  v.  Reade,  5  Dowl.  P. 
C.  216 ;  Stephens  y.  Uford,  7  C.  & 
P.  97. 
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Both  the  defendants  insisted^  that  the  plaintiff's  right 
to  the  legacy  and  interest  was  barred  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations,  and  they  submitted  to  the  Court,  although 
more  than  twenty  years  had  elapsed  since  the  legacy  first 
became  payable,  whether,  by  the  memorandum  of  1825^ 
the  alleged  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  legacy  and  interest 
was  duly  acknowledged  by  the  defendants  within  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  whether  the  letter 
of  the  defendant  John  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  operated 
to  prevent  time  from  being  a  bar  to  the  alleged  right  and 
claim  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  phnntiff 
was  not  barred  of  his  title  to  relief  by  time  or  the  effect 
of  the  action,  the  defendant  James  claimed  a  right  of  set« 
off  in  respect  of  the  maintenance  of  the  plaintiff's  wife. 

The  plaintiff  gaye  in  evidence  the  memorandum  of  De« 
cember,  1825. 

The  defendant,  James  Clark,  proved  that  he  had  main- 
tained the  plaintiff's  wife  during  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  answer.   He  also  proved  the  proceedings  in  the  action. 

The  defendant,  John  Clark,  entered  into  no  evidence. 

Mr.  Sing^kmson,  and  Mr.  Toller,  for  the  plaintiff.— It  will 
be  said  on  the  other  side,  that  the  action  in  the  Exchequer 
is  a  bar  to  the  present  suit.  First,  taking  the  case  as  against 
John  Clark,  it  is  clear  that  he  cannot  take  advantage  of 
the  notte  pra$egui  entered  against  his  brother.  The  two 
defendants  having  pleaded  severally,  the  nolle  praeegui  as 
to  one  would  be  no  bar  to  further  proceedings  against  the 
other.  The  doctrine  on  this  subject  in  all  comprised  in 
the  note  to  Salmon  v.  Smith  {a) ;  and  the  conclusion  of  the 
learned  writer  there  is,  that  "  a  noUe  proeequi  is  a  partial 
forbearance  by  the  plaintiff  to  proceed  any  further  as  to 
some  of  the  defendants,  or  to  part  of  the  suit;  but  still  he 
is  at  liberty  to  go  on  as  to  the  rest."    If  so,  the  plaintiff 

(a)  1  Wms.  Saund.  207. 
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184U  may  elect  to  proceed  in  equity  against  John.  [The  Vice- 
Chancellor. — ^Is  there  any  authority  to  shew  that  a  bill 
may  be  maintained  against  one  of  two  executors  ?]  Cows- 
lad  Y.  Cely  (a).  [J%e  Vtce'Chancellar.—l  think  the  co- 
executor  in  that  case  must  have  been  out  of  the  juris- 
diction.] 

Taking  the  case  as  against  both  defendants^  the  action 
was  brought  by  the  plaintifp  in  his  own  name,  and  not 
either  as  the  administrator  of  his  wife,  or  against  the  de- 
fendants as  executors  of  the  testatrix*  Even,  therefore,  if 
the  proceedings  in  action  destroyed  the  right  to  sue  on  the 
paper,  the  right  to  sue  in  this  Court  for  the  legacy  would 
remain,  unless  barred  by  the  statute  {b).  But  nothing  has 
occurred  to  bar  the  plaintifF's  right.  The  memorandum  of 
the  25th  December,  1826,  amounted  to  a  promise  by  the 
executors  to  pay  the  legacy;  and  a  promise  by  executors  to 
pay  a  legacy  is  an  admission  of  assets :  Bothe  v.  Orangutan  (c) ; 
Curtis  y.  Blow  {d).  The  claim  of  set-off  to  the  legacy, 
raised  by  the  defendant  James,  is  nugatory,  because  there 
was  a  gift  over  of  the  legacy  in  case  the  wife  died  under 
twenty-one. 

Mr.  Swanston,  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  defendant,  James 
Clark. — ^The  sum  of  £46  was  recovered  in  the  action  as 
the  result  of  the  whole  demand;  how,  then,  can  the  same 
demand  be  the  subject  either  of  another  action  or  a  suit  in 
equity?  K  the  argument  on  the  other  side  is  correct,  a 
party  who  proceeds  erroneously  at  law  has  an  advantage. 
That  cannot  be  so.  If,  by  any  error  of  his  own,  this  plain- 
tiff did  not  recover  the  full  amount  due  to  him,  he  must 
take  the  consequence  of  his  wrong  mode  of  proceeding : 
he  can  have  no  equity,  by  reason  of  his  improvidence  in 
going  to  law.  The  £46  were  paid  on  an  allegation  that 
he  other  demands  were  paid.     Suppose  he  had  gone  on 

(a)  Pre.  Cha.83.  (c)  Cro.  Jac.  612. 

(i)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27.  {d)  2  B.  &  Ad,  426. 
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to  verdict  and  judgment ;  this  Court  would  not  allow  liim  1841. 
to  raise  the  question  so  brought  into  a  court  of  law  and 
disposed  of.  [The  Vice-ChanceUor. — There  are  cases  in 
which  parol  evidence  is  receivable  as  to  what  was  in  ques- 
tion in  an  action.  As  in  assumpsitf  where  the  judgment  is 
conclusive^  but  does  not  shew  to  what  it  relates^  evidence 
may  be  given  as  to  the  subject  of  dispute.]  We  submit^ 
that  the  judgment  passed  for  the  particulars  of  demand. 
Of  what  use  are  the  particulars  of  demand^  unless  they 
satisfy  the  Court  on  what  it  was  that  judgment  passed? 
The  plaintiff  converted  his  equitable  demand  into  a  legal 
one.  By  his  particulars  of  demand  he  claimed^  instead  of 
his  legacy^  a  sum  due  upon  a  ''  memorandum  of  debt.''  The 
money  paid  into  Court  was  paid  in  on  every  count.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  having  received  that  money,  is  estopped 
from  any  further  proceedings :  Skarrait  v.  Vinyhan  {a). 

Whatever  be  the  effect  of  the  action,  it  is  submitted  that 
the  admissions  of  John  will  not  deprive  James  of  the  be- 
nefit of  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  that  he  is  within 
the  clause  as  to  executors  contained  in  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  14,  s.  1.     Wyait  v.  Hodgson  (A) ;  TuUoch  v.  Dunn  (c). 

Mr.  Spence,  and  Mr.  Lowndes,  for  the  defendant  John 
Clark. — ^To  make  this  defendant  answerable  by  reason  of 
his  letter  of  the  22nd  July,  1839,  would  be  to  convert 
that  letter  £rom  its  proper  purpose  to  a  purpose  not  in- 
tended by  the  writer.  At  aU  events,  in  order  to  give  it 
the  effect  contended  for  on  the  other  side,  the  acknow- 
ledgment which  it  contains  must  have  been  made  to  the 
person  entitled  to  receive  the  money :  Whippy  v.  Hillary  (d). 
Now,  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  party  legally  entitled  to  re- 
ceive the  money,  inasmuch  as  he  had  not  at  that  time 
administered  to  his  wife.     Besides,  the  correspondence 

(c)  2  Taunt.  266.  (c)  Ry.  &  Mood.  416. 

(&)  8  Bing.  309.  {d)  3  B.  &  Adol.  399. 

VOL.  I.  M  N.  C.  C. 
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184L  altogefther  is  too  yague  to  be  relied  upon  as  amounting  to 
any  admission  of  liability  to  pay  the  legacy.  Ever  since 
1825^  the  demand  has  been  treated  as  merely  personal. 
It  was  comprehended  in  the  action^  and  the  equitable  re- 
medy for  the  legacy  is,  therefore,  barred.  If  the  plaintiff's 
demand  in  the  action  did  not  consist  of  the  legacy  and  in- 
terest, as  well  as  other  matters,  there  would  hare  been  no 
balance  due  from  James  to  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkitwm,  in  reply. — ^It  has  been  said  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant,  James  Clark,  that  he  is  protected  by  the 
first  section  of  Lord  TerUerden's  Act.  That  act,  however, 
does  not  apply  to  legacies,  but  only  to  actions  of  debt  and 
on  the  case.  The  bar  in  thk  case,  if  any,  would  be  under 
the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27 ;  but  here  there  is  a  plain 
acknowledgment  by  John  Clark,  not  only  of  principal, 
but  of  the  interest  due  on  the  legacy.  His  acknowledg- 
ment, therefore,  is  clearly  within  the  40th  and  42nd  sec- 
tions of  that  statute.  Then,  what  is  the  effect  of  that  ac- 
knowledgment ?  John  is  the  "  agenf  of  James,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and,  therefore,  the  acknow- 
ledgment is  the  act  of  James  as  well  as  of  John.  But, 
independently  of  that  argument,  the  acknowledgment  of 
John  binds  the  estate  of  the  testatrix,  over  which  he,  John, 
has  an  unlimited  authority.  One  executor  represents  the 
whole  estate.  It  is  said,  however,  on  the  part  of  John, 
that  his  acknowledgment  was  not  given  to  the  person 
entitled  to  receive  it,  because  the  plaintiff  had  not  taken 
out  letters  of  administration  to  his  wife.  But  he  has  since 
done  so ;  and,  therefore,  the  letters  have  relation  back  to 
the  death  of  the  wife.  Then  it  has  been  argued,  that  that 
correspondence,  taken  altogether,  is  not  sufficiently  precise 
to  amount  to  an  acknowledgment  of  the  legacy  being 
payable,  reference  being  made  to  accounts  and  demands  of 
a  general  nature.  If  that  were  so,  which  is  clearly  not  the 
case  here,  parol  evidence  would  be  admissible  to  shew  to 
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what  items  in  the  account  the  acknowledgment  referred:        i84l. 
Lechmere  t.  Fletcher  (a) ;  Bird  v.  Gamimcn  {b) ;  Cheslyn  y. 
Dolby  {€). 

On  a  subsequent  day  the  case  was^  at  the  suggestion  of 
the  Courts  re-argued  by  one  counsel  on  each  side. 

Mr.  Swamton. — First,  the  admission  of  assets^  or  any 
other  act,  by  one  of  two  executors,  will  not  prejudice  the 
testator's  estate:  Ctu^e  w.Kelland  {d),  Baldwin  v.  Church  {e), 
Elwett  V.  Qmsh  {/).  In  Lepard  v.  Ven^m  {g),  this  Court 
held  that  the  assignment  of  part  of  the  assets  and  judg- 
ment confessed  by  one  executor,  did  not  avail  against  the 
dissent  of  the  others.  This  Court  does  not  allow  eren 
a  sole  executor  absolute  power  of  chargiug  the  estate,  as 
for  instance,  by  admission :  Putnam  y.  Batee  (A).  [77ie 
Vtce-Chancelhr. — Did  this  Court  hold  that  the  admission 
did  not  charge  the  personal  estate  ?]  That  was  not  the 
question. 

Admitting,  however,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  the 
ddendants  originally  admitted  assets,  the  parties  in  1826 
meet  together,  and  the  defendants  acknowledge  iu  writ* 
ing  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive  a  certain  amount 
of  principal  and  interest.  They  gave  that  acknowledg- 
ment personally.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^What  was  the 
consideration  for  it?]  The  retainer.  An  action  could  be 
maintained  upon  it.  In  Hart  v.  Miners  (i),  a  legaqr  was 
given  to  an  individual.  The  executor  had  the  money  to 
pay  it.  He  did  not  pay  it,  but  acknowledged  he  was  in- 
debted to  that  individual ;  and  upon  that  acknowledgment 
an  action  was  brought  and  judgment  obtained.  The  con- 
sideration was  the  legacy.    That  case  did  not  involve,  as 

(a)  1  Cromp.  &  M.  623.  («)  10  Mod.  323. 

\h)  3  New  Caiee,  883;  5  Scott,  (/)  1  Stra.  20. 

213.  (s)  2  Ves.  &  B.  51. 

fc)  4  Y.  &  C.  238.  (h)  3  Russ.  188. 

(<0  1  RoU.  Abr.  929,  Executors,  (i)  2  Cromp.  &  M.  700. 
(A.)pl.l. 
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1841.  this  does^  an  additional  account.  Here^  if  the  husband 
had  died  in  the  wife's  lifetime^  the  wife's  right  would  have 
been  gone^  and  it  would  have  been  a  chose  in  action  of 
the  husband  recoverable  at  law  by  his  representatives : 
Roper  V.  Holland  (a). 

Again,  if  the  benefit  of  the  Statute  of  Limitations  is  not 
ousted  by  the  correspondence^  here  there  is  a  patent  un- 
certainty in  the  words  "accounts"  and  "  claims,"  which 
cannot  be  explained  by  parol  evidence.  In  Hodges  v.  Horse- 
fall  (£),  the  agreement  referred  to  a  particular  plan,  and 
parol  evidence  was  admitted  to  identify  the  plan.  But  the 
Courts  will  allow  such  parol  evidence  only  for  the  purpose  of 
connecting  one  document  with  another  that  is  certain.  K 
there  are  two  accounts  or  matters,  and  it  is  uncertain  to 
which  the  acknowledgment  refers,  parol  evidence  is  not 
admissible  to  explain  the  uncertainty :  that  is  clear  from 
the  observations  of  Littledale,  J.,  and  Parke,  J.,  in  Short- 
rede  y.  Cheek  {c).  If  an  acknowledgment  does  not  state 
with  certainty  what  it  is  that  is  acknowledged,  parol  evi- 
dence cannot  be  given  of  it.  How  does  the  Court  know 
that  the  acknowledgment  did  not  refer  to  all  the  particu- 
lars? Parol  evidence  may  be  given  of  the  amount  of  a 
debt,  but  not  to  explain  what  accounts,  claims,  and  de- 
mands are  referred  to.  Besides,  the  acknowledgment 
must  be  given  to  the  party  entitled  to  sue.  Here,  when 
the  acknowledgment  was  given,  the  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  sue,  not  having  taken  out  administration  to  his 
wife. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply  to  Mr.  Swanston,  observed 
that  the  rule  as  to  parol  evidence  being  inadmissible  to 
explain  which  of  two  accounts  was  intended,  did  not  ex- 
tend to  the  case  of  one  demand  consisting  of  several  items. 
On  the  principal  question,  he  contended  that  it  would  be 
monstrous  to  hold,  that  a  document  signed  by  two  persons 

(a)  3  Ad  &  Ell.  99.      (6)  1  Riiss.  &  M.  116.      (c)  1  Ad.&  Ell.  60. 
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in  the  character  of  executors^  admitting  in  the  character        1841. 
of  executors  £150  for  principal  and  £60  for  interest  due 
on  a  legacy,  was  an  annihilation  of  the  claim  of  the  legatee 
against  the  estate  of  the  testatrix. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^The  bill  in  this  cause^  filed 
on  the  25th  Aprils  1840,  by  Mr.  (xeorge  Holland,  as  the 
administrator  of  his  deceased  wife^  formerly  Susanna  Clark, 
seeks  the  recovery  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  a  legacy 
of  iE150  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  will  of  her  grandmo- 
ther, Sarah  Clark,  who  died  in  the  year  1811.  The  execu- 
tors appointed  by  this  will  were  her  sons,  James  Clark  and 
John  Clark',  the  defendants,  who  were  also  the  residuary 
legatees.  They  proved  the  will  in  the  same  year,  1811. 
The  legatee  Susanna  Clark  was  then  a  minor  and  unmar- 
ried. She  attained  majority  (when  her  legacy  vested) 
previously  to  her  marriage  with  the  plaintiff,  which  took 
place  before  the  year  1825.  The  plaintiff  has  produced, 
and  proved  in  the  cause,  a  paper  of  the  following  tenor : — 

''  Homchurch,  December  25,  1823. 
"We  separately  and  jointly  acknowledge  we  owe  Mr. 
Creorge  Holland,  of  Stifford,  Essex,  the  sum  of  £150,  being 
a  legacy  left  to  his  wife  by  the  late  Mrs,  Sarah  Clark,  of 
Homchurch,  Essex,  and  £50  interest  thereon,  to  the  above 
date.  "James  Clark,   |  Executors." 


<€ 


John  Clark, 


It  is  not  disputed  that  this  paper  was  signed  by  the  de- 
fendants in  December,  1825,  or  that  it  relates  to  the 
legacy  in  question.  The  legatee  died  in  the  year  1835; 
and  in  or  after  September,  1839,  the  plaintiff,  who  appears 
to  have  had  various  dealings  with  the  defendants,  com- 
menced an  action  of  debt  against  them  jointly,  in  which 
certain  proceedings  were  had.  I  shall  presently  advert  to 
these  more  particularly.  In  this  action,  which  was  sub- 
stantially terminated  in  May,  1840,  the  plaintiff  did  not 
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1842.  sue  as  administrator  of  his  wife.  In  fact^  he  did  not  sus* 
tain  that  character  until  some  time  after  the  action  had 
been  commenced. 

By  their  answers,  the  defendant  John  Clark  does  not^ 
and  the  defendant  James  Clark  does,  admit  assets.  The 
admission  of  assets  by  the  latter  in  his  answer  is  in  effect 
thus : — that  the  two  defendants  possessed  all  the  testatrix's 
personal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed,  which  came  to 
their  knowledge,  and  that  it  was  sufficient  to  answer  and 
satisfy  all  her  just  debts  and  funeral  and  testamentary  ex« 
penses,  and  the  legacies  bequeathed  by  her  will. 

The  defendants,  I  think,  must  be  taken  to  claim  by  their 
answers,  the  benefit  of  the  stat.  3  &  4  WUl,  4,  c.  27;  but 
they  also  contend  that  the  effect  of  the  paper  of  1825,  ac- 
cepted as  it  was,  though  not  signed,  by  the  plaintiff,  was 
to  give  him  an  action  at  law,  and  to  convert  the  demand 
for  the  legacy  into  a  mere  debt,  so  as  to  exempt  them  from 
being  sued  here ;  and  that  the  proceedings  at  law,  includ- 
ing the  payment  by  James  Clark  into  Court  in  the  action, 
and  the  acceptance  by  the  plaintiff  of  a  sum  of  £46, 
amount  to  a  conclusive  bar  against  him,  if  he  could  other- 
wise have  sued  in  equity.  The  question  has  also  been  ar- 
gued, whether  the  paper  of  1825  ought  to  be  treated  as  an 
admission  of  assets  by  the  defendants.  It  is  clear,  that 
the  document  of  1825  precludes  the  defendants  from  all 
benefit  under  the  40th  section  of  the  Statute  of  WiUiam 
the  Fourth.  With  regard  to  the  question  of  admission  of  as- 
sets, it  was  my  impression  during  the  argument,  that  the 
paper  did  not  amount  to  such  an  admission.  Subsequent 
consideration  of  the  case,  and  of  the  authorities  to  which  I 
have  referred,  has  not  confirmed,  nor  has  wholly  removed, 
that  impression.  Not  having  a  clear  opinion  upon  the 
point,  and  not  thinking  it  necessary  now  to  decide,  nor 
being  sure  that  it  will  be  necessary  to  decide,  the  questioUj 
I  shall  reserve  it.  I  feel  confirmed  in  the  opinion,  that 
the  paper,  whether  to  be  taken  as  an  admission  of  assets  or 
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not,  did  not  give  the  plaintiflf  a  right  of  action;  that,  unless        1842. 
equivalent  to  an  admission  of  assets,  it  did  not  create  a      Holland 
personal  demand  against  the  defendants  enforceable  here;  v. 

and  that  it  had  not  the  effect  of  barring  or  prejudicing  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff's  wife  in  the  legacy,  or  his  title  in 
right  of  his  wife,  as  a  legatee. 

The  paper  is  not  a  deed,  a  bill  of  exchange,  or  a  pro- 
missory note.  It  does  not  express  or  shew  an^  oonsidera* 
tion,  whether  of  forbearance  or  otherwisej  and  is  not  by 
the  plaintiff  suggested  to  have  been  given  upon  any  other 
consideration  than  the  fact,  if  existing,  of  the  possession 
or  sufficiency  of  assets.  The  cases  of  Deeka  v.  Sirutt  (a), 
and  Jones y.  Tanner  (6),  are,  I  think,  also^rongly  against 
the  legal  effect  which  the  paper  is  contended  to  have ;  nor 
are  the  decisions  in  Gregnry  v.  Harman{c),  and  Hart  v,  Mir 
nora{d)f  (decisions  which  I  do  not  question),  at  variance,  as  I 
view  them,  with  any  opinion  that  I  have  formed  in  the  pre- 
sent cause.  They  stand  on  grounds  which  do  not  exist 
here.  Upon  these  points,  I  have  thought  it  right,  besides  the 
authorities  that  I  have  mentioned,  to  look  at  the  cases  of 
The  Ccrporation  of  Clergymefifs  Sons  v.  Swainson  {e),  Reech 
V.  Kemnegai  (/),  Rogers  v.  Soutten  {g),  Bothev.  Crampton  (A), 
Davis  V.  Beyner,  as  reported  in  Levinz  (i),  Goring  v.  GoT'^ 
ing  (J),  RamyJSttghes  (*),  ChUds  v. Momns  (/),  and  Brait- 
ley  V.  Heath  {m). 

With  respect  to  the  action  between  the  parties,  the 
plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars  in  it  included,  besides  certain 
other  items,  amounting  altogether  to  189/,  Ss.  9d.f  the 
following: — ^''25th  December,  1825.    To  memorandum  of 

(a)  5  T.  R.  690.  (h)  Cro.  Jac.  612.  • 

(6)  7B.&C.542;  I  M.&R.420.  (•)  2  Lev.  3. 

(c)  1  M.  &  P.  209.  0)  Yelv.  10. 

(rf)  2  C.  &  M.  700.  (k)  7  T.  R.  350,  n. 

(e)  1  Ve«.  sen.  75.  (/)  2  Brod.  &  Ring.  460;  5  B. 

(/)  Id.  123.  Moore,  282. 

iff)  2  Keen.  598.  (m)  3  Sim.  543. 
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1842.  debt,  £200.  Interest  to  Christmas,  1839,  190/.  0*.  6\d. 
Subsequent  interest "  These  are  debits  against  the  de- 
fendant, to  whom,  however,  the  bill  of  particulars  allows  a 
credit  thus: — "Deduct  James  and  John  Clark's  account, 
112/.  Us.  Ud.''— John  Clark  pleaded,  that  the  defendants 
were  never  indebted — the  Statute  of  Limitations,  and  a 
set-off.  James  Clark  separately  pleaded  pleas  of  the  same 
nature,  and  also  payment,  except  as  to  a  sum  of  £46,  which 
he  brought  into  Court.  The  plaintiff,  in  May,  1810,  ac- 
cepted the  £46  in  satisfaction,  as  to  James  Clark,  of  the 
causes  of  action,  in  respect  of  which  it  was  paid  into  Court, 
and  took  the  money  out  of  Court  accordingly ;  and,  in 
what  I  believe  is  the  usual  form,  the  action  was  abandoned 
against  James  Clark.  No  further  step  appears  to  have 
been  taken  at  law.  The  defendants  contend,  that,  having 
regard  to  the  bill  of  particulars,  the  demand  for  the  legacy 
and  interest  must  necessarily  be  considered  as  satisfied  or 
extinguished  by  means  of  these  legal  proceedings,  and  the 
acceptance  of  the  £46.  If,  indeed,  it  appeared  that  the 
legacy  and  interest  were  included  in  an  account,  upon  the 
result  of  which  the  £46  was  the  balance  due,  that  might 
be  the  consequence.  This  state  of  things,  however,  though 
possible,  is  not  manifest;  and  notwithstanding  that  the 
difference  l^etween  139/.  8^.  9d.  and  112/.  Us.  Ud.  is  less 
than  £46,  and  that  there  are  such  items  in  the  bill  of 
particulars  as  I  have  mentioned,  I  cannot  conceive  that 
upon  any  legal  or  equitable  principles  there  is  an  estoppel 
against  the  plaintiff,  so  as  to  bar  him,  whether  in  truth  the 
balance  of  £46  was  or  was  not  due,  without  reference  to 
the  demand  now  in  question,  or  to  the  paper  of  1825 ; 
especially,,  as  that  paper  did  not,  in  my  opinion,  as  I  have 
said,  confer  any  right  of  action ;  and  as,  independently  of 
that  paper,  an  action  was  not  maintainable  for  the  legacy, 
even  had  the  plaintiff  sued  at  law  as  his  wife's  administra- 
tor, which  he  did  not  do.  But  there  is  enough,  I  think,  to 
render  it  proper  to  direct  an  enquiry,  which  may  produce  in- 
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fbrmation  as  to  the  account  upon  which,  and  the  drcmn-  1842. 
stances  under  which,  the  sum  of  J646  arose  and  was  paid 
and  receiyed.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case,  I  have  thought 
it  right  to  refer  to  the  learned  note  to  Salmon  v.  Smith  {a), 
mentioned  in  the  ailment,  and  to  Robinson^s  case  {b), 
Seddon  v.  TkUop  (c),  Stafford  v.  Clark  {d),  Bowden  v.  Home  {e), 
Eastmure  v  Ixtws  (/),  and  Lord  Bagot  v.  Williams  (jr). 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  sect.  42  of 
the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  applies  against  the  plain- 
tiff, which  turns  on  the  e£fect  to  be  given  to  the  correspon- 
dence of  1839,  between  John  Clark  and  the  plaintiff,  and 
his  solicitor,  Mr.  Wadeson.  It  is  asserted  on  one  hand, 
and  denied  on  the  other,  that  the  letters  of  John  Clark, 
forming  part  at  this  correspondence,  are  acknowledgments 
by  him  within  that  section.  The  defendants  allege  various 
objections  against  considering  them  in  this  light.  It  will 
be  sufSdent  to  notice  two  of  these  objections.  It  appears 
to  me,  first,  that  though  the  case  of  WTnppy  v.  Hillary  (A), 
and  that  of  Rowtledge  v.  Ramsay  (t),  were  decided  upon  a 
different  statute,  expressed  in  different  language,  the  prin- 
ciple of  them  applies  to  this  case.  John  Clark  did  not 
write  these  letters  with  any  view  or  notion  of  making  or 
shewing  himself  liable  to  any  demand  of  the  plaintiff.  He 
refers  in  them  to  James  Clark,  as  the  person  who  ought  to 
pay  the  demand,  and  expresses  his  readiness  to  assist  the 
plaintiff  in  compelling  James  Clark  to  do  so.  Nor  is  the 
answer  of  John  Clark  on  this  point  immaterial.  The  plain- 
tiff has  read  in  evidence  from  it  the  following  passage : — 
"  That,  on  or  about  the  13th  day  of  June — **  [His  Honour 

{a)  1  Wins.  Saiind.  207.  (/)  5  Bing.  N.  C.444;  7  Scott, 

(h)  5  Rep.  32  b,  last  ed..  Vol.  461. 

3,  p.  96.  {$)  3  Bam.  &  Cress.  235. 

(c)  6  T.  R.  607.  {h)  3  B.  &  Adol.  399 ;  5  C.  & 

(<0  2  Bing.  377.  P.  209. 

\e)  7  Bing.  716.  (i)  8  Ad.  &  El.  221  ;  3  Nev.  & 

P.  319. 
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1842.  here  read  the  passage  contaiQed  between  inverted  commas, 
see  ante,  pp.  154, 156, 156.]  I  cannot  therefore  hold  these 
letters  to  have  the  effect  which  the  plaintiff  wishes  to  ascribe 
to  them.  Again,  if  these  supposed  acknowledgments  were 
free  from  every  objection,  except  as  to  the  person  to  whom 
they  were  given,  I  should  very  much  doubt  their  suffi- 
ciency. Mr.  Holland  did  not  become  his  wife's  adminis- 
trator until  after  the  date  of  the  last  of  the  letters.  If  a 
suit  by  him  for  the  legacy  commenced  after  her  death  had 
been  then  brought  to  a  hearing,  it  would,  I  conceive,  have 
failed.  He  might  never  have  become  her  administrator; 
nor  is  it  impossible  that  debts  incurred  by  her,  before  her 
marriage,  may  be  unpaid,  which  her  assets  in  the  hands  of 
her  administrators  may,  according  to  the  law  admitted  in 
Forbes  v.  PMpps  (a),  be  liable  to  discharge.  I  am  not, 
therefore,  prepared  to  say  that  he  was  in  July,  1889,  a 
person  entitled  within  the  meaning  of  the  42nd  section; 
the  6th  section  not,  in  my  opinion,  removing  the  difficulty* 
On  the  whole,  I  must  consider  the  plaintiff  precluded  in 
any  event  from  interest  beyond  six  years  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  suit,  and  the  decree  must,  in  substance 
be,  to— 


Rbfbr  it  to  the  Master  to  enquire  and  state  whether  the  sam  of  iS46 
ID  the  pleadings  mentioned,  or  any  and  what  part  thereof  arose  or  was 
due  upon  an  account  in  which  the  plaintiff  had  credit  for  any  and  what 
sum  or  sums  of  money  in  respect  of  the  legacy  of  £150  in  the  pleadings 
mentioned,  and  interest  thereon,  or  in  respect  of  either  of  them ;  and 
whether  the  said  legacy  of  £150,  or  any  and  what  part  thereof,  and 
whether  the  interest,  if  any,  which  accrued  due  thereon,  or  on  any  and 
what  part  thereof,  since  the  25th  of  April,  1834,  or  any  and  what  part  of 
such  interest  have  or  has  heen  ever,  and  when,  and  by  what  means,  and 
in  what  manner,  paid,  satisfied,  or  discharged  by  set-off  or  otherwise ;  and 
whether  anything  and  what  is  now  due  for  principal,  and  whether  any- 
thing, and  what,  is  due  for  interest  in  respect  of  the  said  legacy.  And  in 
making  the  said  enquiries,  the  Master  is  not  to  consider  the  proceedings 
at  law  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  or  the  payment  and  receipt  of  the 

{a)  1  Eden,  502. 
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Jt46  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  as  matter  of  estoppel  or  conclusive  evi-  1842. 

dence.  And  in  enquiring  whether  anything  and  what  is  due  for  interest, 
the  Master  is  to  consider  £4  per  cent,  per  annum  as  the  rate  of  interest, 
but  is  not  to  calculate  or  allow,  and  the  Court  declares  the  plaintiff  not  en- 
titled in  this  snit  to  recover,  interest  in  respect  of  any  time  more  than  six 
years  before  the  filing  of  the  bill  in  this  cause.  And  the  Master  is  to  be 
at  liberty  to  state  any  circumstances  specially.  And  let  the  Master  have 
the  usual  powers.  And  reserve  the  question,  whether,  in  the  event  of  any- 
thing being  found  due  to  the  plaintiff,  the  paper  of  the  25th  of  December, 
1825,  ought  to  be  considered  as  an  admission  of  assets;  and  whether 
there  ought  to  be  any  account  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix,  Sarah 
Clark;  and  reserve  further  directions  and  costs,  with  liberty  to  apply. 


1841. 
We  NT  WORK  t;.  Tubb.  Dee.  17M, 

1  HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  plaintiff  as  administrator  and  in  the  case  of 
creditor  of  Charles  Henry  Tubb,  a  lunatic,  against  the  p^dtoTi"^' 
heir-at-law  of  the  lunatic,  who  was  also  a  lunatic,  and  his  "^*>«»  the  law 

raises  a  oon- 

committee,  praying  payment  out  of  a  certam  real  estate  tract  by  unpU- 
which  had  descended  from  the  deceased  to  the  defendant,  ^Ltoftihlelima- 
the  heir-at-law,  there  being  no  personal  assets.  ^e  a^mt^ 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  founded  on  a  report  made  nich  oecessa- 
by  the  Master  in  the  lunacy  of  the  deceased,  by  which,  payable  as  a 
after  stating  that  he  had  been  attended  by  the  solicitors  of  jS^^o?penonal 
all  parties,  he  found,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  de-  JJJ^'  ^  ^ 
ceased  had  been  maintained  and  provided  with  necessaries,  ministration  of 
as  clothing,  washing,  &c.,  at  the  sole  expense  of  the  plain- 
tiff, from  1832  to  1835,  when  the  commission  of  lunacy  ^  fi*<^^.  J^^ 
issued,  and  from  that  period  to  the  death  of  the  lunatic  in          ^^^      ^  ^  ^^ 
1837  j  and  the  Master  found,  upon  debiting  the  plaintiff 
for  several  sums  received,  there  was  due  to  him,  on  account 
of  such  maintenance  and  necessaries,  the  sum  of  jE360. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing.  The  plaintiff  gave 
in  evidence  the  proceedings  in  the  lunacy,  including  the 
order  confirming  the  Master's  report,  but  he  adduced  no 
other  evidence. 


G  fi^cAA/  -  2  /^"^ 
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1841.  Mr.  Parry f  and  Mr.  Russell,  for  the  plaintiff. — It  is  a  ge- 

neral rule  of  English  law^  that  certain  persons^  who  would 
otherwise  be  under  a  disability  to  contract,  may  contract 
in  cases  of  necessity;  and  the  rule  extends  to  lunatics  as 
well  as  infants :  Manby  v.  Scott  (a).  In  modem  times, 
courts  of  law  have  expressly  acted  upon  this  principle : 
Baxter  v.  Earl  of  Portsmouth  (A),  Broivne  v.  JoddreU  {c), 
Clarke  y.  WilHams  (d).  Therefore,  if  courts  of  law  in  the 
case  of  necessaries  supplied  to  a  lunatic,  would  give  relief 
to  the  creditor  in  the  lifetime  of  the  lunatic,  there  is  no 
sound  reason  why  a  court  of  equity  should  not  give  relief 
against  his  assets  after  his  decease.  The  case  of  Carter  ▼. 
Beard  {e)  will  probably  be  cited  on  the  other  side,  but 
there  the  necessaries  were  .considered  to  have  been  sup- 
plied by  the  bounty  of  the  stepfather. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  defendant. — 
The  principle  on  which  the  courts  of  law  have  proceeded 
in  cases  of  this  nature,  is,  that  a  man  shall  not  be  allowed 
to  stultify  himself  by  pleading  his  own  lunacy:  Stroud  y. 
Marshall  (/)•  That  principle  does  not  apply  when  the 
lunatic  is  dead.  Besides,  in  the  cases  cited,  the  creditor 
had  no  notice  of  the  lunacy.  The  only  express  authority 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff  is  the  dictum  of  Mr.  Justice  Bay^ 
ley  in  Baxter  v.  Earl  of  Portsmouth,  but  that  is  opposed 
to  the  decision  in  Carter  v.  Beard,  which  was  evidently 
determined  on  the  ground  that  a  lunatic  could  not  legally 

(a)  1  Sid,  112.  agreement,  at  a  stipulated  sum  per 

(6)  7  D.  &  R.  614;  5  B.  &  C.170.  annum,  it  was  not  enough  to  shew 

(c)  3  C.  &  P.  30 ;  Mood.  &  M.  that  the  defendant  was  a  lunatic, 

105.  and  that  the  house  was  unnecessary 

(<0  Not  yet  reported.    In  Dane  for  her,  hut  that  it  must  he  shewn 

V.  Lady  Kirkwall,  8  C.  &  P.  679,  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  this,  and 

it  was  ruled,  that,  to  constitute  a  took  advantage  of  the  defendant's 

defence  to  an  action  for  use  and  situation. 

occupation  of  a  house   taken  hy  («)  10  Sim.  7. 

the    defendant    under   a    written  (/)  Cro.  Eliz.  398. 
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contract.  If  it  were  not  so^  why  was  reference  made  in  1841. 
the  judgment  to  the  stat.  8  &  4  WUl.  4,  c.  104  (a)  ?  This 
is  not  a  bill  to  enforce  any  equitable  right  acquired  in  the 
lunacy,  but  a  bUl  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  aU  other 
creditors  of  the  lunatic,  to  obtain  payment  of  his  and  their 
just  debts.  If  such  a  bill  be  sustainable,  what  class  of 
persons  will  be  let  in  as  legal  creditors  of  the  lunatic? 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — The  question  raised  by  the 
plaintiff  in  this  suit  is,  whether  he  had  a  just  debt  due  to 
him  from  the  deceased  lunatic  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
If  I  were  now  satisfied,  that  there  could  not  have  been 
upon  the  case  stated  by  the  bill,  or  was  not,  such  a  debt, 
it  would  be  right  to  dismiss  the  bill.  If  I  am  not  satisfied 
of  the  non-existence  of  such  a  debt,  it  will  be  right  in  one 
view  to  make  a  decree  for  the  plaintiff,  and  all  other  credi- 
tors ;  and  in  another  view,  to  direct  an  enquiry,  whether 
the  plaintiff  had  any,  and  if  any,  what  debt  due  to  him 
from  the  lunatic  at  the  time  of  his  death.  The  debt  claimed 
by  the  bill  is  for  the  maintenance  of  the  lunatic  during 
the  period  when  the  lunacy  subsisted;  but  not  under  the 
authority  of  any  Court  or  jurisdiction;  nor,  upon  any  con- 
tract, de  facto,  with  the  lunatic,  made  either  before  or 
after  the  lunacy.  The  debt,  if  it  is  one,  became  due  from 
the  lunatic  by  operation  of  law ;  or,  in  other  words,  upon 
a  contract  raised  by  impUcation  of  law.  If  I  were  satisfied 
that  there  could  be  no  such  contract — that  there  could  be 
no  liability  so  raised,  it  would  be  my  duty  to  dismiss  the 
bill ;  but  I  am  not  so  satisfied.  It  may  be  that  the  plain- 
tiff, at  his  own  expense,  supplied  the  lunatic  with  neces- 
saries, and  supported  him  decently  and  fitly  with  reference 
to  his  station  in  society  and  the  exigencies  of  his  situation, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  did  so,  not  from  bounty — ^not  from 
charity — ^not  without  the  expectation  or  intention  of  being 

(a)  See  3  Jurift,  532. 
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1841.  repaid,  nor  upon  the  contract  or  credit  of  any  third  person; 
and  supposing  the  case  to  be  in  that  position,  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  law  would  not  raise  a  contract 
between  the  lunatic  and  the  plaintifF,  without  and  inde* 
pendently  of  any  contract  de  facto.  The  authorities  which 
have  been  cited  seem  in  favour  of  that  view.  The  case  of 
an  infant  is  analogous.  The  inconvenience  which  would 
ensue,  if  necessaries  could  not  be  supplied  to  a  person  in 
this  situation,  except  gratuitously,  as  £Eur  as  he  and  his 
estate  are  concerned,  would  be  great.  The  consequence 
might  be,  that,  notwithstanding  the  possession  of  large 
estates,  such  a  person  might  be  left  to  casual  charity — 
thrown  upon  the  parish,  or  exposed  to  starvation.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  that  such  is  the  state  of  the  law,  and, 
as  at  present  advised,  I  think  that  it  is  not  so.  It  is  how- 
ever, possible,  that  the  maintenance  in  this  case  may  have 
been  afforded  from  bounty — ^from  charity,  and  without 
any  notion  or  expectation  of  being  repaid ;  and  such  may 
have  been  the  circumstances  of  the  suit  before  The  Vice* 
Chancellor  of  England — that  of  Carter  v.  Beard,  where  the 
question  arose  between  the  stepfather  and  the  estate  of 
the  stepson.  That  state  of  things  would  create  no  con- 
tract. Again,  the  lunatic  may  have  been  maintained  with 
a  view  to  compensation;  but  upon  the  credit  of  a  third 
person.  Then,  it  would  not  be  the  contract  of  the  lunatic; 
it  would  be  that  of  the  third  party.  But  the  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  goes  to  the  extent,  that  the 
party  so  contracting  would  have  no  remedy  against  the 
lunatic  or  his  estate,  without  a  distinct  contract  by  him. 
If  that  were  so,  it  would,  I  think,  lead,  as  I  have  said,  to 
most  mischievous  results.  The  defendant  may  be  able  to 
riiew,  that  there  was  no  debt  in  this  case,  but  I  cannot  at 
present  assume  it. 

The  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  is  not  satis- 
factory; there  being  no  evidence  but  the  proceedings  in 
the  lunacy.  I  am,  therefore,  not  at  present  certain,  taking 
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the  plaintiff's  view  of  tlie  law  to  be  correct^  that  there  is  a        1841. 

debt,  and  I  cannot  make  at  present  a  common  creditor's  y^^^^^^ru 
decree,  bnt  shall  direct  an  enquiry  as  to  the  existence  of        ^' 
the  debt  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 


Arthur  Helsham  and  Andrew  German,  Plaintiffs;  and     Nov.  18M. 
Edward  Langley  and  Duncan  Dunbar,  Defendants. 

X  HE  bill  in  this  case  stated,  that,  in  April,  1838,  the  de-  On  a  bOl  for 
feudant,  Edward  Langley,  being  seised  in  fee  simple  of  tor^S^dt^ 
land  situate  near  the  East  India  Road,  in  the  county  of  J^J^J^*'  ^^ 
Middlesex,  was  desirous  of  letting  out  the  same  on  a  agent  for  B., 

CODtFBCtod  to 

building  lease ;  and,  in  the  month  of  April,  he  called  upon  kt  to  C.  a  piece 

and  applied  to  Mr.  John  Beasley,  who  had  been  previously  termo^yeart,* 

employed  by  him  as  his  agent  in  letting  certain  houses  in  ftayearljrrent; 

Castle  Street,  Poplar,  and  in  collecting  the  rents  of  his  from  the  evi- 

houses  there,  and  stated  he  was  the  owner  of  a  piece  of  intended  to  let 

land  in  the  East  India  Koad,  near  his  said  houses,  which  ^f^'JiSg'^of 

he  was  desirous  of  letting;    and  Edward  Langley  and  hoiuesofapar. 

wr    »  ticular  class, 

John  Beasley  thereupon  went  to  view  the  piece  of  land ;  and  that  if  he 
and,  after  a  conversation  as  to  the  particulars  relating  j^^  ^^^  ^ 
thereto,  and  the  terms  of  letting  the  same,  Edward  Lang-  ^^  ^^ 
\ey  desired  Jxihn  Beasley  to  put  up  a  board  on  the  said  gromid,  which 
land,  with  a  notice  referring  to  him,  and  he  authorised  he  had  told  Um 
and  empowered  the  said  John  Beasley  to  let  the  said  fo^^^^^at 
piece  of  land  accordingly.    That  the  said  John  Beasley  ^y  m^^^ 
caused  to  be  set  up  on  the  said  piece  of  land  a  board  the  agreement 
with  an  inscription,  stating  that  the  land  was  to  be  let,  anyrefereoceto 
and  referring  persons  desirous  of  taking  the  same  to  John  ^^J^JJ^t  to 
Beasley.    That  the  plaintiff  applied  to  John  Beasley,  and,  hnOd^itwai  not 

under  the  cir~ 

after  some  negotiation,  he,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  comstaneea 
Edward  Langley,  agreed  to  demise  to  the  plaintiffs,  as  mcntM^o^t 
tenants  in  common,  the  premises.    That  the  contract  was,  ^l^^^^^^l 
on  the  16th  of  April,  1838,  reduced  into  writing,  and  one  « spraific  per- 
copy  of  such  contact  was  on  that  day  signed  by  the  plain-  reftued. 
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1841.  ^  tiffs ;  and  another  copy  thereof  was  on  that  day  signed  by 
John  Beasley^  who  was  duly  authorized  to  sign  the  same 
on  behalf,  and  as  the  agent  of,  the  defendant,  Edward 
Langley,  and  which  was  in  the  words  and  figures,  or  to  the 
purport  and  effect  following,  (that  is  to  say), — 

"  16M  Jpnl,  1838. 
"  John  Beasley,  agent  for  Edward  Langley,  and  on  his 
behalf,  doth  hereby  promise  to  let  to  Arthur  Helsham,  of 
Whitechapel,  and  Andrew  German,  of  Mile  End,  as  tenants 
in  common,  all  that  piece  of  land  on  the  north  side  of  the 
East  India  Road,  Poplar,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  of 
an  angular  shape,  as  bounded  by  land-marks  on  the  north 
side,  about  200  feet  frontage,  to  hold  to  the  said  Andrew 
German  and  Arthur  Helsham  for  the  term  of  31  years, 
from  Midsummer  next,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  £15,  with  a 
covenant  of  renewal  for  the  further  term  of  31  years  at  the 
like  yearly  rent  of  £15 ;  a  lease  to  be  granted  to  the  said 
Edward  Langley  on  the  aforesaid  terms  and  agreements.'' 

That  John  Beasley  immediately  wrote  and  sent  to  the 
defendant,  Edward  Langley,  a  letter  dated  the  17th 
April,  1838,  communicating  to  him  the  fact  of  his  having 
entered  into  the  said  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs ;  but 
that  the  defendant,  disregarding  the  agreement,  and  with- 
out any  communication  whatever  with  the  plaintiffs  or  the 
said  John  Beasley  on  the  subject,  wrongfully  entered  into 
an  agreement  with  the  defendant,  Duncan  Dunbar,  {or  a 
like  lease  to  him  of  the  same  piece  of  land,  by  an  agree- 
ment dated  the  28th  April,  1838. 

The  bill  alleged  various  acts,  to  shew  that  Beasley  was 
the  recognised  agent  of  the  defendant  Langley,  and  that 
the  defendant,  Duncan  Dunbar,  knew  of  the  agreement 
entered  into  by  Beasley  with  the  plaintiffs. 

The  bill  prayed  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract, 
and  that  the  defendant,  Edward  Langley,  might  be  decreed 
to  execute  a  lease  according  to  the  terms  of  it.    The  bill 
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also  prayed  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  Langley  from        1841. 
entering  into  any  agreement  to  let  or  sell  the  premiseSj     hwIham 
except  subject  to  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  <^- 

from  executing  any  demise  or  conveyance  of  the  same; 
and  to  restrain  the  defendant,  Dunbar,  from  accepting 
any  lease,  demise,  or  conveyance  of  the  premises. 

The  defendant,  Langley,  by  his  answer,  denied  the  au- 
thority of  Beasley  to  enter,  as  agent  for  him,  into  the 
agreement  with  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  Dunbar,  by  his  answer,  relied  on  the 
agreement  entered  into  by  him  with  the  defendant,  Lang- 
ley. 

The  plaintiffs  examined,  among  other  witnesses,  John 
Beasley,  who  proved  that  he  had  been  employed  as  agent 
by  Langley  to  collect  his  rents,  and  let  houses  belonging 
to  him,  for  six  months  prior  to  March,  1838.  That,  in 
March,  1838,  he  accompanied  the  defendant,  Langley,  at 
his  request,  to  look  at  the  piece  of  ground  in  question, 
and  that,  on  that  occasion,  the  defendant,  Langley,  in- 
quired what  rent  the  witness  thought  the  ground  was 
worth;  on  which  the  witness  asked  what  term  the  de- 
fendant proposed  to  grant,  and,  on  being  told  thirty-one 
years,  the  witness  observed,  that  such  term  would  be  too 
short  to  induce  persons  to  build  a  good  class  of  houses, 
and  inquired  whether  the  defendant  would  be  disposed  to 
insert  a  covenant  for  renewal,  at  the  expiration  of  the 
thirty-one  years ;  to  which  the  defendant  replied,  that  he 
would  let  the  witness  know  more  about  that  another  time, 
but  that  he  most  probably  would  not  object  to  renew. 
This  witness  then  proved,  that  the  defendant,  Langley, 
gave  him  directions  to  have  a  pole  with  a  board  erected 
on  the  piece  of  ground,  announcing  it  to  be  let,  and  re- 
ferring to  the  witness  for  particulars;  and  desired  the  wit- 
ness to  let  it  for  him  as  soon  as  he  could,  and  to  let  it  for 
£16  a  year,  if  he  could  get  it.  This  witness  further  stated, 
that  a  few  days  afterwards  the  defendant,  Edward  Lang- 

VOL.  I.  N  N.  c.  c. 
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1841.  ley,  called  on  him^  and  inquired  if  he  had  let  the  ground ; 
and  that,  on  the  witness  telling  him  that  he  had  not,  but 
that  two  persons  had  made  inquiry  about  it,  the  defend-* 
ant  desired  the  witness  to  let  the  land  as  soon  as  he  could, 
and  if  he  could  not  get  £16  to  take  less,  and  to  let  it  on 
the  best  terms  he  could  make.  The  witness  then  deposed, 
that,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  which  was  given  to  him 
by  the  defendant,  Langley,  he  entered  into  the  agreement 
with  the  plaintiffs.  That  the  agreement  was  drawn  up  by 
the  plaintiff,  Andrew  German,  and,  as  the  witness  could 
not  write,  it  was  signed  for  him  by  his  daughter,  Ange- 
lina Beasley,  who  frequently  assisted  him  in  his  business, 
and  particularly  in  any  writing  he  had  occasion  for. 

The  daughter  of  the  last  witness  corroborated  to  some 
extent  the  evidence  of  her  father.  She  also  proved  the 
agreement  of  the  16th  April,  1838,  and  stated  that  the 
name  of  her  father  was  not  actually  written  by  him,  but 
was  written  by  her,  whilst  he  had  hold  of  the  top  of  the 
pen. 

There  was  some  evidence  also  on  the  part  of  the  plain* 
tiffs  to  shew  that  the  defendant,  Langley,  had  at  times 
expressed  his  desire  to  perform  the  agreement  with  the 
plaintiffs,  but  that  he  had  been  persuaded  by  his  friends 
to  enter  into  the  agreement  with  the  defendant  Dunbar. 

Mr.  Swanaton,  and  Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
tended, that  the  evidence  distinctly  proved  that  Beasley 
was  authorized,  as  the  agent  of  Langley,  to  enter  into  the 
agreement  with  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  Dunbar  was  aware 
of  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs  prior  to  the  time  when 
the  agreement  between  Langley  and  himself  was  entered 
into. 

Mr.  Tead,  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  defendant,  Langley. 
Mr.  Walker,  for  the  defendant,  Dunbar. 


CA8BS   IN   CHANCSEY.  179 

Ths  Vice-Chancelor^  without  hearing  the  counsel  for  1841. 
the  defendants. — Supposing  the  authority  to  Beasley  to 
enter  into  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiffs  to  be  clearly 
proved^  it  does  not  follow  that  it  is  such  an  agreement  as 
a  court  of  equity  will  decree  to  be  specifically  performed. 
The  agreement  appears  to  have  been  signed  by  an  illi- 
terate person^  as  agent  for  the  defendant,  Langley^  and  to 
hare  been  drawn  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs.  In  the  very  first 
conversation  which  takes  place  between  the  principal  and 
the  agent  on  the  subject  of  the  letting  of  the  ground,  the 
agent  states  to  the  principal  that  if  so  short  a  term  as 
thirty-one  years,  the  time  for  which  the  principal  proposed 
to  let  the  ground,  was  only  granted,  houses  of  a  good  class 
could  not  be  built.  It  is  clear  from  the  evidence  of  Beasley 
the  agent,  and,  indeed,  firom  all  the  other  evidence,  that 
the  ground  was  intended  for  building  on.  Notwithstand- 
ing this,  the  agreement  does  not  contain  a  single  stipula- 
tion with  regard  to  building,  nor  any  covenant  to  build ; 
nor,  in  fact,  any  other  covenant  whatever.  It  is  unneces- 
sary therefore  to  decide  the  question  of  authority  or  no 
authority.  It  is  clear,  that  if  the  authority  were  ever  so 
well  established,  yet,  according  to  the  decisions  of  this 
Court,  a  decree  ought  not  to  be  made  for  a  specific  per- 
formance. The  defendant,  Langley,  appears  to  have  brought 
this  suit  on  himself  by  his  conduct ;  he  cannot,  therefore, 
have  any  costs.  The  defendant,  Dunbar,  will  have  his 
costs. 

The  bill  was  dismissed  without  costs,  as  to  the  defend- 
ant, Langley,  but  with  costs  to  the  defendant,  Dunbar. 
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1841. 
'     "^     '  Sto&br  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Company. 

Dec.  2nd. 

To  obtain  a  writ  JVlB.  BAZALGETTE  moyed,  under  the  9tli  of  the  Orders 
udShmSc  9th°  o^  August,  1841,  for  a  writ  of  sequestration  against  two 
of  the  Orders     defendants  of  the  names  of  Gibbs  and  Gore ;  the  sheriff 

of  August,  1  d4  1  y  ' 

the  afsdavit       having  returned  non  est  inventus  as  to  each  of  the  defend- 
most  state  that 
the  person  sn.    ants  to  an  attachment  against  them  for  not  answering  the 

writof  attodi-  ^^^*     ^^  ^^^  affidavit  on  which  this  motion  vras  made,  it 

r  ^«rS?^  ^*^  stated,  that,  at  the  time  of  ordering  the  attachment, 

defendant  was  the  deponent  vcrily  believed  that  the  defendants  were  re- 

notreM^'m  siding  in  Middlesex. 

the  county  into 

which  file  writ  T^B  Vice-Chancellor  wrs  of  Opinion  that  the  affida- 
vit  was  insufficient,  the  language  of  the  9th  Order  being 
"in  the  county,'*  and  not  'Wesideni  in  the  county." 

Motion  refused. 


was  issued. 


Dee,  9th. 
On  retom  turn        Mr.  Bozalgette,  having  failed  in  his  former  motion,  this 
riS'o7iSi!.h.  day  moved  for  a  serjeant-at-arms. 

ment,  the  Court  Ordered, 

will  order  a  serjeant-at-arms. 


Haigh  v.  Dixon. 

Jan.  151A.       tut 
To  support:  a     IVlR.    COLLYER,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved,  under  the 

S?24th^f  tibe  24th  of  the  Orders  of  August,  1841,  for  leave  to  enter  a 

^^^aL^^    memorandum  of  service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  on  one  of  the 

gusty  1841,  for  '^•^ 

leaTe  to  enter  a  defendants,  pursuant  to  the  23rd  of  the  same  orders.    The 

memorandum 

of  serrioeofa     affidavit  stated  that  the  deponent  had  served  the  defend- 

itUntccwBTj  *  *^*  ^^^  *  ^^Py  o^  *^®  ^^f  omitting  to  state  that  he  had 
to  shew  Uie  na-  personally  served  him. 

ture  of  the  smt,  *  "^ 

and  the  mode 

The  Vice-chancellor. — To  support  a  motion  of  this 
^*  ""^  nature,  it  is  necessary  to  shew  at  least  two  things — the 

nature  of  the  suit,  and  the  mode  of  service. 

Motion  postponed. 
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Vi 


Goodwin  v.  Bell.  March  Zrd, 


'  PON  a  motion  made  by  Mr.  Lwat  similar  to  that  in  To  support  a 

the  foregoing  case,  The  Vice-Chancellor  held,  as  he  has  held  the  24th  of  the 

in  other  cases,  that  some  evidence  should  be  given  that  S^^gfif '*" 

the  defendant,  on  whom  the  copy  of  the  bill  was  served,  •pm®  evidence 

'^'^  '   shoiild  be  given 

was  not  an  infant ;  but  that  an  affidavit  as  to  information  that  the  party 
and  belief  on  that  subject  was  sufficient.  copy  of  the  biu 

was  not  an  in- 
fant. 


Lloyd  v.  Lloyd.  •'**'••  ^^'^' 

1  HE  bill  was  filed  by  creditors  for  the  administration  of  l°  \*^^  ^^J 

admuiifltennE 

the  estate  of  a  testator,  who  by  his  will,  after  charging  his  the  real  estate 
real  estates  with  certain  annuities,  and  subject  thereto  de-  Uie'deviues  of 
vising  the  same  in  strict  settlement,  gave  power  to  his  ^1^^^^' 
trustees  to  sell  such  real  estates,  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  power  of  sale 
the  sale  in  satisfying  such  part  of  his  debts  as  his  personal  tees  by  the  wiu 
estate  might  be  insufficient  to  pay.  X^'ffi 

The  trustees  having  only  a  power  to  sell,  and  not  an  «« persons 

,       ,       ,        ,  .  ,        ,  against  whom 

estate  m  the  lands,  the  annmtants  and  other  persons  m-  ''  no  direct  re- 
terested  in  the  real  estate  had  been  made  parties  to  the  within^t^r^^  ' 
suit  (a),  and  they  had  been  served  with  copies  of  the  bill  JJ^Ug^J 
instead  of  writs  of  subpoena,  pursuant  to  the  23rd  of  the  the  Orders  of 

^    ,  «  A  ,«..  August,  1841. 

Orders  of  August,  1841. 

Mr.  Amphlett  now  moved,  under  the  24th  of  those 
Orders,  for  leave  to  enter  a  memorandum  of  service  of 
such  copies.  He  observed  that  these  were  parties  against 
whom  "  no  direct  relief"  was  sought  by  the  bUl,  inasmuch 
as  the  power  of  sale  was  paramount  to  their  estate ;  and 
that  the  only  ceason  for  making  them  parties  was,  that 


(a)  Turner  v.  Hyde,  6  Jurist,  1129. 
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1842.  they  might  have  an  opportunity  of  seeing  that  the  personal 
assets  were  properly  administered — ^an  object  which  could 
be  attained  as  well  by  service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill  as  by  a 
tubpcsna. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^There  will  be  great  difficulty, 
in  some  cases,  in  saying  to  what  parties  the  23rd  Order 
applies.  The  present  case,  however,  seems  to  come  within 
it,  and  I  will  therefore  make  the  order. 

The  evidence  consisted  of  an  affidavit  by  the  town 
solicitor,  that  he  had,  on  a  certain  day,  sent  by  post  to 
the  solicitor  in  the  country  three  true  copies  of  the  bill, 
with  directions  to  have  them  served  upon  the  defend- 
ants, who  all  lived  in  North  Wales ;  and  an  affidavit  by 
the  clerk  of  the  country  solicitor,  to  prove  that  the  same 
were  received  by  post  on  the  following  day,  and  were 
personally  served  on  the  defendants. 

The  Registrar  objected,  that  the  copies  served  ought  to 
have  been  office  copies,  and  that  it  had  been  so  decided 
by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls.  But  The  Vice-Chancellor  said, 
that  it  was  not  so  required  by  the  Orders,  and  that  the 
above  affidavits  appeared  to  him  to  be  sufficient. 
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1842. 
BUBBIDOB  V.  Row.  /afi.l8M,26lA. 

J3Y  an  indenture  of  settlement^  bearing  date  the  16th  Byasettiement, 
November^  1825^  and  made  between  Alderman  Winchester  ST^Il^^i^of 
and  Sarah  his  daughter,  of  the  first  part,  William  Row,  ^^^^^ 
the  younger,  of  the  second  part,  and  Skinner  Row  and  tnuu  were  de- 

.  .  dared  of  two 

Thomas  Briggs,  of  the  third  part,  reciting  that  a  marriage  aeveni  immof 
was  intended  to  be  had  between  the  «aid  William  Row  ^^oT^*^' 
and  Sarah  Winchester,  and  that,  on  the  treaty  for  the  ^^^^^ 
same.  Alderman  Winchester  had  agreed  to  execute,  and  and  the  other 
had  since  executed,  to  the  said  Skinner  Row  and  Thomas  of  A.»  and  each 
Briggs,  a  bond  for  securing  to  them,  in  case  the  marriage  ][bi^to\he  traa- 
should  take  effect,  payment  of  the  sum  of  £5000  within  tocsofthescttle- 

'^  *^  ment  withiQ  six 

six  calendar  months  next  after  lus  Alderman  Winchester's  months  after 
decease,  with  interest  from  the  time  of  the  marriage;  and  setuor;  and,  as 
reciting  that  William  Row  had  agreed,  in  case  the  marriage  hw  fol^plj!"' 
should  take  effect,  to  secure  to  the  said  Skinner  Row  and  ment  of  the  ut- 

ter  sunii  A.  as- 

Thomas  Briggs,  their  executors,  administrators  or  assigns,  signed  to  the 
payment  of  a  sum  of  £5000  within  six  calendar  months  policies  ^as-^ 
next  after  the  decease  of  him  the  said  William  Row,  and  J^^;^^ 
to  assign  the  se?eral  policies  of  insurance  thereinafter  men-  on  his  own  life, 

^  ^  to  the  value  of 

the  principal 
moanBf  comprised  in  his  oorenant.  The  trusts  declared  of  the  former  sum  were  for  B.  for  life, 
for  her  seiMunste  use,  and  after  her  death  for  A.  for  life,  and  after  the  death  of  both,  and  in 
defeult  of  children  of  the  marriage,  for  the  benefit  of  B.'s  estate.  The  trusts  of  the  latter  sum 
were  for  B.  for  life,  and  after  her  death,  feiling  children  of  the  marriage,  for  the  executors, 
administrators,  and  asttgns  of  A.  After  the  marriage  A.  became  bankrupt,  baring  up  to  that 
time  paid  the  premiums  on  the  policies  of  assurance.  Under  his  bankruptcy  the  trustees  proved 
for  the  value  of  his  covenant,  and  invested  the  dividend  received  under  that  proof  in  the  pur- 
chase  of  ;^431  consols.  At  the  same  time  W.  purchased  of  A.'s  assignees  all  A.'s  interest  in 
the  settlement,  and  took  feom  them  an  assignment  of  that  interest.  A.  afterwards  died :  where- 
npoii  the  trustees  received  the  produce  of  the  policies,  and  invested  it  in  £5992  Consols. 
Ultimately,  W.  became  bankrupt,  and  died : — Held,  that,  notwithstanding  that  the  interest  of 
W.  in  the  tmat  ftmds  did  not  arise  from  the  settlement,  but  by  purchase  and  assignment  from 
A.'s  assignees,  the  assignees  of  W.  could  take  no  interest  in  the  j£'5992  stock,  without  first 
ntisfying  die  trustees  of  the  settlement  what  was  due  to  them  in  respect  of  W.'s  bond  for  j£:5000. 
And  giMPre,  whether,  notwithstanding  the  assignment  to  W.  of  A.'s  interest  under  the  settle- 
ment, A.'s  assignees  had  not  a  right  to  recall  the  dividend  which  produced  the  j^431  Consols  ? 

Feme  covert,  out  of  her  separate  income,  pays  the  premiums  on  certain  poUdes  of  assurance, 
whidi,  by  a  settlement  made  prerionsly  to  her  marriage,  were  assigned  as  a  collateral  security 
for  a  provision  settled  upon  her  under  that  instrument  by  the  covenant  of  her  husband : — 
Held,  that,  upon  the  money  secured  bv  the  policies  becoming  payable,  she  was  entitled  to  a  lien 
on  the  policy  fond  for  the  amount  of  the  premiums  so  paid. 

The  voluntaiT  payment  of  premiums  on  a  policy  of  assurance  confers  on  the  payer  no  in- 
terest in  the  poBcy.  
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1842.  tioned,  and  the  monies  thereby  secured^  or  to  accrue  there- 
on^  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  expressed:  it  was  wit- 
nessed and  declared^  that^  in  case  the  said  sum  of  £5000, 
so  secured  hj  the  said  bond  of  the  said  Alderman  Win- 
chester^ should  become  payable^  then  the  said  trustees,  or 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should  lay  out 
and  invest  the  same  in  their  or  his  names  or  name,  in  or  upon 
real  or  Government  securities,  and  stand  possessed  thereof^ 
and  of  the  interest  in  the  mean  time  growing  due  thereon, 
upon  trust,  after  the  solemnization  of  the  said  intended 
marriage,  to  permit,  authorize,  and  empower  the  said  Sarah 
Winchester,  and  her  assigns,  during  her  life,  to  receive 
and  take  the  yearly  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  pro- 
ceed9  thereof,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own  use,  and  not 
subject  to  the  control,  debts,  or  engagements  of  the  said 
William  Row;  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust,  to  permit 
and  authorize  the  said  William  Row,  and  his  assigns,  to 
receive  the  dividends  and  interest  of  the  said  fund  during 
his  life;  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  them,  the 
said  Sarah  Winchester  and  William  Row,  upon  certain 
trusts,  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  (if  any)  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  in  default  of  children  for  the  executors  or  next 
of  kin  (according  to  circumstances)  of  Sarah  Winchester. 
And  by  the  same  indenture,  William  Row,  for  himself,  his 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  covenanted  with  the 
said  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators, 
that,  in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  should  take  effect, 
his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  would,  within  the 
space  of  six  calendar  months  after  his  decease,  pay  or 
cause  to  be  paid  to  the  said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
the  sum  of  £6000  sterling,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
expressed  and  declared  concerning  the  same;  and  after 
reciting  that  William  Row  had  effected  two  policies  of 
assurance  on  his  life  for  £3000  and  £2000,  and  describ- 
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ing  those  policies;  and  reciting  that  it  bad  been  agreedi 
tbat  tbose  policies^  and  all  bonuses  and  accumulations 
thereon^  should  be  assigned  to  the  said  trustees  as  a  fund 
or  security  in  aid  of  the  ooyenant  thereinbefore  contained 
for  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  £5000  thereby  coyenanted 
to  be  paid^  and  all  and  every  other  sum  or  sums  which 
they  the  said  trustees^  or  the  survivor  of  them^  might  pay 
to  keep  the  same  policies  on  foot^  as  thereinafter  men« 
tioned:  it  was  thereby  further  witnessed,  that,  in  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  said  in- 
tended marriage,  the  said  William  Bow  did  bargain,  seU, 
assign,  transfer,  and  set  over  unto  the  said  trustees,  their 
executors,  and  administrators,  the  said  two  several  instru- 
ments or  policies  of  insurance  thereinbefore  mentioned, 
and  the  said  two  sums  of  £3000  and  £2000  thereby 
secured,  and  all  bonuses  or  accumulations  in  respect  there- 
of, to  have,  hold,  receive,  take,  and  enjoy  the  same,  unto 
the  said  trustees,  their  executors  and  administrators,  in 
trust,  in  case  the  said  intended  marriage  should  take 
effect,  as  soon  as  conveniently  could  be  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  William  Bow,  to  call  in  and  receive  the  said 
several  sums  of  £3000  and  £2000,  and  every  other  sum  of 
money  payable  by  virtue  of  the  same  policies  of  insurance, 
and  out  of  the  monies  so  to  be  received,  to  pay,  satisfy,  and 
retain  the  said  sum  of  £5000  thereinbefore  covenanted  to 
be  paid  by  the  said  William  Bow,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
should  not  have  been  previously  paid  by  his  heirs,  execu^ 
torsj  or  administrators,  pursuant  to  the  same  covenant ; 
and  also  should  invest  the  said  sum  of  £5000,  and  such 
further  or  other  sums,  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  in  the 
parliamentary  stocks  or  public  funds,  or  at  interest  upon 
Government  or  real  securities,  and  stand  possessed  of  and 
interested  therein  upon  the  following  trusts,  that  is  to 
say,  upon  trust  to  permit  or  authorize  and  empower  the 
said  Sarah  Winchester,  and  her  assigns,  during  her  life, 
to  receive  and  take  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  pro- 
duce of  the  said  sum  of  £5000,  and  all  and  every  other 
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1848.  sum  or  sums  that  should  or  might  be  received  under  or 
by  virtue  of  the  said  two  policies  of  insurancei  and  of  the 
stocks^  fiinds^  or  securities^  in  or  upon  which  the  same 
should  be  invested^  in  the  same  manner  as  was  therein* 
before  declared  respecting  the  dividends  and  annual  pro- 
duce of  the  said  sum  of  £6000  secured  to  be  payable  on 
the  decease  of  the  said  Alderman  Winchester;  and  after 
the  decease  of  the  said  Sarah  Winchester,  upon  certain 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  marriage ;  and 
in  defisult  of  children,  in  trust  for  the  said  W.  Bow,  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

The  settlement  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of 
Row  to  keep  the  policies  on  foot;  and  it  was  provided, 
jtbat  in  case  Bow  should  at  any  time  thereafter  neglect  or 
refuse  to  pay  the  annual  premiums,  it  should  be  lawful 
for,  but  not  compulsory  upon  the  trustees,  at  the  request 
in  writing  of  Bow  and  his  wife,  to  pay  the  annual  pre- 
miums out  of  the  interest  of  the  dSSOOO,  payable  on  the 
decease  of  Alderman  Winchester,  or  to  mortgage,  charge, 
or  mil  the  polides,  and  stand  possessed  of  the  produce 
upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  declared  of  the  d65000 
thereby  secured. 

The  marriage  took  effect  soon  after  the  date  of  the 
settlement. 

On  the  9th  cf  October,  1828,  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
issued  against  W.  Bow,  when,  in  pursuance  of  an  order 
obtained  on  the  petition  of  the  trustees,  the  covenant  of 
Bow  to  pay  the  £6000  was  valued  at  £1626,  and  the  trus- 
tees proved  for  the  same  accordingly.  Dividends  were  after- 
wards received  on  this  proof,  which  were  invested  in  the  pur- 
chase of  431/.  Ids.  9d.  Consols,  in  the  names  of  the  trustees. 

Bow  paid  the  premiums  due  on  the  policies  of  assurance 
until  his  bankruptcy.  For  some  years  aft»r  that  period 
they  were  paid  by  Alderman  Winchester,  who  retained 
the  amount  out  of  the  interest  payable  from  him  to  his 
daughter  on  the  £6000  bond,  and  ultimately  they  were 
paid  by  the  daughter  herself. 
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By  an  indenture  of  assignnient,  bearing  date  the  6th  1842. 
January^  1832^  and  made  between  the  assignees  of  Bow,  of 
the  one  part,  and  Alderman  Winchester,  of  the  other  part, 
reciting  the  before-mentioned  facts,  and  that  Alderman 
Winchester  had  contracted  with  the  said  assignees  for  the 
absolute  sale  to  him  of  all  the  said  bankrupt's  interest,  revere 
sion,  and  expectancy  of  and  in  the  said  sums  of  dS5000 
and  £5000  under  and  by  yirtue  of  the  said  indenture  of 
settlement,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof,  at  the 
price  of  £100 :  it  was  witnessed,  that  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £100 
&c.,the  said  assignees  bai^ained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred, 
and  set  orer,  to  the  said  Alderman  Winchester,  his  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  all  the  rerersion,  interest, 
and  expectancy  of  the  said  bankrupt  of  and  in  the  interest 
of  the  first  mentioned  sum  of  £5000,  so  secured  by  the 
bond  of  the  said  Henry  Winchester,  as  therein  was  men- 
tioned, and  which  the  said  WiUiam  Bow  would  have 
been  entitled  to  receive  during  his  natural  life,  in  the 
event  of  his  surviving  Sarah  his  wife;  and  also  of  and  in 
the  said  secondly  mentioned  sum  of  £5000  so  secured  to 
be  paid  to  the  trustees  under  the  said  therein  recited 
indenture  by  the  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  of 
the  said  bankrupt  within  six  calendar  months  next  after 
hiB  decease,  by  virtue  of  the  said  settlement,  and  which 
had  been  so  valued,  and  on  which  the  said  dividend  had 
been  so  received  and  invested  as  therein  mentioned;  and 
all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  of  and  to  the  same,  and 
every  part  thereof,  and  all  accumulations  thereon;  to  have, 
hold,  receive,  and  take  the  said  reversion,  interest,  and 
expectancy  of  and  in  the  said  several  sums  of  money  and 
premises  thereinbefore  assigned  or  intended  so  to  be,  unto 
the  said  Winchester,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  use  and  benefit,  and 
as  and  for  his  and  their  own  proper  monies  and  efiects,  in 
as  full,  ample,  and  beneficial  a  manner  as  he  the  said  Wil- 
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liam  How,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  by 
virtue  of  the  said  indenture  of  settlement,  might  have 
held  the  same  in  case  he  had  not  become  a  bankrupt. 

Shortly  after  the  execution  of  this  assignment,  namely, 
in  March,  1832,  William  Bow  died^  leaving  no  issue.  His 
widow  in  the  following  month  married  John  Burridge,  and 
soon  afterwards  went  with  her  husband  to  the  East  Indies. 
No  settlement  was  made  upon  this  marriage. 

Upon  the  death  of  William  Row,  the  trustees.  Skinner 
Row  and  Thomas  Briggs,  received  the  two  sums  of  £3000 
and  £2000  secured  by  the  policies  of  assurance,  and  also 
a  further  sum  of  £279  as  a  bonus  thereon,  and  they,  with 
the  privity  of  Alderman  Winchester,  invested  these  sums 
in  the  purchase  of  a  sum  of  5992/.  17«.  4</.,  £3  per  cent. 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  their  the  trustees'  joint 
names. 

The  dividends  on  this  last-mentioned  stock,  and  also  on 
the  481/.  19«.  9d.  Consols^  were  regularly  paid  by  Briggs, 
the  acting  trustee  under  Row's  marriage  settlement,  to  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Burridge  until  the  year  1885,  firom  which  time 
the  dividends  were  allowed  to  accumulate. 

On  the  17th  February,  1888,  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  issued 
against  Alderman  Winchester,  under  which  he  was  declared 
a  bankrupt.  In  the  following  month  Alderman  Winches- 
ter died ;  and  in  July  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge  returned 
from  India  and  claimed  to  have  a  transfer  to  them  of  the 
5992/.  lis.  4d.  stock,  and  the  payment  of  the  dividends 
remaining  in  the  hands  of  Briggs.  This  was  refused  on 
the  ground  that  Briggs,  who  was  solicitor  under  the  fiat 
a^unst  Winchester,  and  also  Winchester's  private  solicitor, 
had  received  notice  from  Winchester's  assignees  not  to 
make  such  transfer  or  payment. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Burridge 
against  the  trustees  of  Row's  marriage  settlement  and  the 
assignees  of  Winchester,  charging  that  the  assignees  claim- 
ed the  produce  of  the  policies  on  the  ground  that  Row's 
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ooyenant  for  payment  of  £5000  had  been  satisfied  by  the  1842. 
proof  made  by  the  trustees  against  Row's  estate  under  his 
bankruptcy^  and  praying  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  either  to  an  absolute  interest^  or  an  interest 
for  the  life  of  John  Borridge^  in  the  sum  of  431/.  19s.  9J. 
Consols^  and  also  in  the  sum  of  5992/.  17«.  4J.  Consols^  the 
produce  of  the  policies,  and  might  be  paid  the  dividends  on 
the  latter  sum  due  since  1835,  and  might  be  repaid  the 
amount  of  premiums  paid  by  Mrs.  Burridge  on  the  policy 
firom  the  time  of  Row's  bankruptcy  until  her  death. 

The  hearing  of  the  cause  having  commenced,  7^  Vice^ 
Chancellor  observed,  that  Row's  assignees  were  not  before 
the  Court ;  and,  although  they  had  executed  an  assign- 
ment to  Winchester  of  the  bankrupt's  interest  in  the  trust 
funds,  that  might  not  include  every  interest  which  they  as 
assignees  might  have  in  the  questions  before  the  Court. 
No  further  observation,  however,  was  made  on  that  subject 
in  the  course  of  this  day's  argument. 

Mr.  Sing)kin8on,  Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Wetherell,  for  the 
plaintiffs. — ^First,  the  sum  of  431/.  \9s.  9d,  represents  the 
corpus  of  the  £5000  which  Row  covenanted  to  pay.  The 
plaintiffs,  therefore,  are  entitled  to  the  dividends  of  that 
sum  for  the  life  of  Mrs.  Burridge. 

Secondly,  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  have  the  sum  of 
5992/.  17s.  4J.  Consols  applied  by  the  trustees  in  satisfac- 
tion of  the  bond  of  Alderman  Winchester,  It  is  alleged^ 
on  the  other  side,  that  Row's  covenant  being  satisfied  by 
payment  of  the  431/.  19s.  9d.,  the  plaintiffs  have  no  fur- 
ther claim  on  the  policy  fund;  and,  therefore,  that  the 
whole  of  that  fund  belongs  to  the  parties  who  represent 
Row's  interest,  that  is  to  say,  the  assignees  of  Winchester. 
But  how  can  Winchester's  assignees  call  on  the  trustees 
of  this  fund  to  pay  it  over  to  them,  without  first  satisfying 
the  trustees  the  amount  of  Winchester's  bond  ?    It  is  true 
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1842.  that  Wincbester  acquired  his  interest  in  the  policy  fand 
by  an  act  subsequent  to  the  settlement,  and  not  under  the 
settlement  itself;  but  the  principles  of  Priddy  y.  Ro9e  {a), 
Woodyait  y.  Gresley  {b),  and  Smith  y.  Smith  {c),  will  neyer- 
thdess  goyem  this  case.  It  is  a  case  of  mutual  credit : 
Jeffs  y.  fFood{d),  BamJung y.  Bamard{e)t  Corsbier. Free{f). 
Besides,  the  policies  are  not  made  mere  securities,  but  are 
tiie  subject  of  the  settlement.  We  say  we  are  entitled  to 
interest  on  the  policy  fund :  but,  whether  we  are  or  not, 
we  are  entitled  to  haye  the  produce  applied  in  satisfaction 
of  the  bond  and  interest,  and  of  the  sums  which  we  haye 
paid  for  premiums.  The  personal  coyenant  of  the  husband 
was  only  a  collateral  guarantee  that  the  sum  should  at 
least  be  £6000.  [The  Vtce-Chanceaor.— In  Smith  y.  Smith 
it  was  held,  that  the  trustees  might  retain  the  diyidends 
to  make  good  the  debt.  That  is  different  from  selling  the 
whole  interest.]  The  circumstance  of  the  interest  being 
reyersionary  ought  not  to  make  a  difference. 

Mr.  Rogers,  Mr.  Briggs,  and  Mr.  Bourdillon,  for  the 
trustees. 

Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Walford,  for  the  assignees  of  Win- 
chester.— ^When  the  policies  were  assigned  to  the  trustees, 
no  notice  was  giyen  at  the  offices,  and,  therefore,  on  the 
bankruptcy  of  Row,  the  policies  were  in  his  order  and  dis- 
position. {The  Vice-chancellor, — ^You  do  not  make  that 
case  by  your  answer.  Besides,  is  it  certain  that  that  doc- 
trine applies  to  the  case  of  policy  holders  who  are  partners 
with  the  assurers  [g)  ?]  At  all  eyents,  on  the  proof  being 
made  under  B/Ow's  bankruptcy,  the  policy  fund  was 
withdrawn  from  the  settlement,  and  became  yested  in 

(a)  3  Mer.  86.  (/)  Craig  &  Ph.  64. 

(6)  8  Sim.  180,  {g)  See  Falkener  v.  Case,  1  Bro. 

(c)  1  Y.  &  C.  338.  C.  C.  125;   WiUiams  v.  Thorp,  2 

(rf)  2  P.  W.  128.  Sim.  257;  Ex  parte  CohfiU,  Mont. 

(0  5Madd.32.  110. 
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Bow's  asBigneeSj  and  afterwarda  in  Winehester.  But  to 
what  extent  was  that  fund  ever  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement?  Onl7  so  far  as  it  was  properly  dealt 
with  by  the  trustees.  No  dealing  with  the  premiums 
by  Alderman  Winchester  or  his  daughter  would  subject 
that  fund  to  the  trusts.  The  trustees,  in  certain  events, 
had  a  right  to  pay  the  premiums  or  sell  the  policies;  but 
here  no  authority  for  that  purpose  was  ever  given,  pur* 
suant  to  the  terms  of  the  settlement.  Suppose,  then, 
the  policies,  under  such  circumstances,  had  been  sold  to  a 
stranger,  could  it  have  been  contended  that  they  were 
liable  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement?  If  not,  the  acoi* 
dental  circumstance  of  their  being  sold  to  Alderman 
Winchester  can  make  no  difference.  In  the  cases  which 
have  been  cited,  the  claims  which  were  set  off  against  each 
other  arose  out  of  the  same  settlement,  which  is  not  the 
case  here.  The  mere  circumstance,  it  is  subinitted,  of 
Winchester's  paying  the  premiums  would  entitle  him  to 
the  fund.  Upon  the  bankruptcy  of  Bow,  there  were  no 
funds  to  keep  up  the  premiums,  and  the  trusts  were  at  an 
end.  Subject  to  any  arrangement  between  himself  and 
his  daughter,  it  was  a  clear  and  distinct  purchase  by  Alder- 
man Winchester. 

Thb  Yics-Chancsllob. — From  whatever  motive  Alder- 
man Winchester  paid  these  premiums,  if  they  were  not 
paid  by  means  of  any  contract  with  the  trustees  or  with 
Mr.  Burridge  or  his  wife,  the  consequence  of  those  pay- 
ments would  not  be  the  acquisition  of  the  property  in  the 
policies  by  Alderman  Winchester.  Nothing  that  has  been 
stated  to  me  has  had  the  effect  of  persuading  me  that, 
without  any  contract  for  that  purpose,  the  mere  fact  of 
making  pajrments  of  the  premiums,  however  necessary  that 
might  be  for  the  preservation  of  the  property,  would  give 
^  the  party  making  those  payments  a  title  to  the  property. 
I  am  not  aware  that  there  is  any  authority  or  principle  in 
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1842.  support  of  any  such  proposition.  I  must,  therefore,  hold, 
that  Mrs.  Burridge's  life  interest  in  the  policy  fund  exists 
in  her,  not  affected  in  any  way  by  what  has  been  done, 
except  to  this  extent, — ^that  if  there  be  any  dispute  whether 
or  not  Alderman  Winchester  was  repaid  the  amount  of 
the  premiums  by  means  of  the  detention  of  the  income 
which  he  was  liable  to  pay  to  Mrs.  Burridge,  there  must 
be  an  inquiry  on  that  point.  [It  was  here  stated  at  the 
bar  that  he  was  repaid.]  Then  that  fact  must  appear  on 
the  decree. 

It  then  remains  to  consider  the  title  of  Mrs.  Burridge 
to  compensation,  or  indemnity,  in  respect  of  the  payments 
which  she  has  made,  and  which  her  husband's  estate  was 
liable  to  make.  It  is,  as  I  understand,  proved  in  the  cause, 
that  Mrs.  Burridge,  out  of  her  income,  or  by  means  of  de* 
ductions  out  of  her  income,  has  actually  paid  the  premiums, 
to  a  certain  extent,  on  the  policies  which  his  estate  was 
liable  to  pay.  I  must,  therefore,  declare,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, Mr.  Burridge,.  in  right  of  his  wife,  has,  in  respect 
of  the  sums  charged  against  her  for  these  premiums,  a 
lien  upon  How's  interest  under  the  settlement,  whether 
it  has  been  assigned  or  not  to  Alderman  Winchester. 
Whether  those  sums  would  cany  interest  niay  be  a  ques« 
tion.  If  I  were  to  decide  the  question  now,  I  should  decide 
that  these  premiums  bear  simple  interest  at  j£4  per  cent. 
[The  defendants'  counsel  said  they  would  not  press  this 
point]. 

Then  there  is  another  question,  (treating  it  as  unaffected 
by  any  thing  which  has  taken  place  in  Winchester's  bank- 
ruptcy), namely,  the  question  of  set-off.  Having  regard 
to  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  immediately  before 
the  bankruptcy  of  Winchester,  I  think  there  is  a  right  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  to  say,  that  the  interest  belonging 
to  How's  estate,  which  Mr.  Winchester  had  purchased, 
shaU  not  be  taken  firom  them  without  making  good  Win- 
chester's obligations ;  although  the  liability  does  not  stand 
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exactly  on  the  same  footing  as  in  the  three  cases  oCPriddy  ^  1842. 
v.  Rote,  Woodyatt  v.  Gresley,  and  Smith  v.  Smith.  I  view  the 
policy  fund  as  standing  rightly  in  the  names  of  the  trustees 
now  before  the  Court.  If  Winchester  had  not  become  bank- 
rupt, and  after  his  death  his  executors  had  applied  to  the 
trustees  for  a  transfer  of  the  policy  fund  and  interest  on 
the  policies,  the  trustees  would  have  had  a  right  to  say, — 
*'  Tmi^  we  owe  you  this,  but  you  owe  us  a  sum  on  your 
bond;  therefore,  let  an  account  be  stated  between  us.'' 
If  that  were  the  state  of  the  rights  of  the  parties  at  that 
time,  the  bankruptcy  of  Winchester  would  make  no  dif- 
ference ;  but,  according  to  the  extensive  meaning  which 
has  been  applied  by  the  authorities  to  that  expression, 
there  was  a  mutual  credit  between  the  parties.  There 
was  a  right  of  retainer,  set-off,  or  lien, — call  it  what  you 
will, — in  favour  of  the  plaintiffs  against  Winchester's  estate. 
I  am  not,  however,  prepared  to  say  that  I  can  give  effect 
to  that  lien  now ;  but  it  may  be  convenient  that  I  should 
declare  it,  for  then  the  effect  of  it  may  be  obtained  in  Mrs. 
Burridge's  lifetime;  inasmuch  as  the  assignees  of  Mr. 
Winchester  may  think  fit  to  sell  the  reversionary  interest 
in  the  policies ;  and  if  they  take  that  course,  they  must  do 
so  subject  to  that  right  which  I  think  I  am  justified  in  now 
declaring  to  be  in  the  plaintiffs. 

On  a  subsequent  day,  on  the  cause  being  again  men- 
tioned. The  Vice-Chancellor  repeated  the  doubt  which  he 
had  before  expressed,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment on  the  rights  of  Row's  assignees ;  his  Honour  being 
of  opinion  that  it  was  a  question  whether,  notwithstanding 
that  instrument,  those  assignees  might  not  have  a  right  to 
call  back  the  J6431  stock  :  and  he  desired  that  the  point 
should  be  argued  on  a  future  day. 

The  question  was  accordingly  argued;  and,  in  the 
course  of  the  argument,  the  cases  of  Ex  parte  Downee  (a), 

(a)  18  Ves.  290. 
VOL.  I.  .  O  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.        ^^  parte  Eggingtim  (a),  and  Ex  parte  Solomon  (A),  were 
cited. 


BUIIRIDOX 

Row. 


The  Vice-chancellor. — I  continue  of  opinion^  that 
the  question^  what  ought  to  be  done  with  the  fund  con* 
sisting  of  431/.  19«.  9d.  Consols  is  a  question  of  con- 
siderable difficulty,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
the  case.  That  difficulty  is,  however,  more  with  respect 
to  the  title  of  the  assignees  of  Bow,  than  with  respect  to 
that  of  the  assignees  of  Winchester.  It  occurred  to  me 
at  one  time,  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  not,  certainly, 
to  give  the  fand  to  the  assignees  of  Winchester,  but  so  far 
to  deal  with  it  as  liable  to  an  adverse  outstanding  claim,  as 
now  to  dispose  of  it,  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  to  be 
made  upon  it  in  favour  of  the  real  objects  of  the  trust ;  leav- 
ing those  absent  parties  to  apply,  if  they  might  be  so  advised. 
Having,  however,  frequently  reconsidered  this  subject  since 
the  day  on  which  it  was  last  before  the  Court,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  more  safe  course  will  be 
to  keep  back  that  fund  for  the  present,  and  to  give  the 
assignees  of  Bow  liberty  to  apply  if  they  think  fit.  As  I 
understand  it,  the  fund  representing  the  dividends  has 
been  accumulating  since  it  was  brought  into  Coxui; ;  and, 
of  course,  that  amount  of  stock  has  been  varying  every 
half  year,  and  the  two  sums  have  been  kept  distinct.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  I  shall  better  consult  what  is  due 
to  substantial  justice,  by  not  letting  Mrs.  Burridge,  as  I 
was  originally  disposed  to  do,  receive  the  income  of  this 
fund,  but  by  retaining  it,  and  carrying  it  over  to  a  se- 
parate account;  the  accumulations  to  be  continued  and 
carried  over,  without  prejudice  to  any  question,  with  liberty 
to  the  assignees  of  Bow,  or  any  other  person,  to  apply 
respecting  that  fund  as  they  may  be  advised. 

If  the  assignees  of  Bow  think  fit  to  come  to  this  Court 

(a)  Mont.  72.  (6)  1  G.  &  J.  25. 
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in  this  cause  upon  a  petition^  either  as  respondents  or  as  1842. 
petitioners^  I  shall  be  ready  to  hear  and  dispose  of  that 
case.  I  neither  encourage  nor  discourage  any  such  claim. 
I  only  see  enough  to  convince  me,  that  there  is  reason* 
able  subject  for  discussion^  and  that  that  discussion  may 
involye  their  interests.  Should  they  think  fit  to  discuss 
the  question  in  this  or  in  any  other  suit^  there  will  be  two 
points  to  consider — ^first^  whether  either  they  or  the  assig- 
nees of  Winchester  are  entitled  to  any  thing  —  whether 
either  of  them  can  displace  Mrs.  Burridge's  title;  and  if 
either  of  them  can  displace  Mrs.  Burridge's  title,  then, 
whether,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  that  deed, 
they,  or  the  assignees  of  Winchester,  are  entitled ;  a  ques- 
tion into  which  I  cannot  effectually  enter,  in  the  absence 
of  the  assignees  of  Bow. 

The  reason  of  the  doubt  in  this  case  is  obvious,  namely, 
that  whereas,  according  to  the  intention  of  the  settlement, 
if  the  policies  produce  the  full  sum  of  £5000,  there  can 
be  no  claim  against  the  estate  of  Row,  yet,  in  fact,  there 
has  been  a  claim  against  the  estate  of  Bow,  without  any 
deduction  or  variation  in  respect  of  these  policies,  and 
these  policies  have  since  produced  the  full  amount.  That 
is  the  difficulty  I  have  felt  from  the  beginning  of  this 
case,  and  from  which  my  mind  is  not  yet  relieved ;  and, 
therefore,  I  think  I  shall  be  much  more  likely  to  do  justice 
to  all  parties  by  reserving  that  fund  for  the  present. 

Declabb  tbat  the  plaintifis,  in  rigbt  of  the  plaintiff  Sarah  Bunidge, 
are  entitled  during  her  life  to  the  interest  and  dividends  on  the  sum  of 
5992/.  17«.  4d.  Bank  Annuities  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  to  the 
dividends  which  have  accrued  due  on  such  sum  up  to  the  present  time» 
bat  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  as 
afler  mentioned.  And  it  appearing  and  being  admitted  that  Henry  Win-> 
Chester  did  during  his  life,  and  after  the  bankruptcy  of  William  Row,  pay 
four  several  sums  of  119/.  18«.  Sd.  each,  as  and  for  premiums  on  the  two 
policies  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  which  said  several  sums  were  properly 
due  from  and  payable  by  the  said  William  Row,  or  by  his  estate ;  and  it 
being  admitted  that  the  said  Henry  Winchester  has  been  fully  repaid  the 
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1842.  ^^^  ^^^  several  sums  of  119/.  18f.  Sd,  each  by  the  pfauntiff,  Sarah  Bur- 
ridge^  and  that  his  estate  has  not  any  claim  or  interest  therein,  which 
has  not  been  paid  and  satisfied  by  the  said  Sarah  Burridge ;  declare 
that  in  respect  of  and  in  satisfaction  for  each  said  four  sums  of  1 19/.  1 8«.  Sd, 
each,  together  with  interest  thereon  respectively  after  the  rate  of  £4  per 
cent  per  annum,  from  the  respective  times  of  the  payment  of  such  said 
four  sums  by  Henry  Winchester,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  the 
plaintiflfs,  in  right  of  Sarah  Burridge,  have  a  lien  upon  the  capital  of  the 
aforesaid  sum  of  5992/.  17«.  4</.,  £S  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  in  reversion 
immediately  expectant  on  the  said  life  interest  of  Sarah  Burridge.  And 
subject  to  such  life  interest,  and  subject  also  to  the  payment  of  the  said 
four  several  sums  of  119/.  ISs,  8(/.,  and  interest  thereon  as  aforesaid,  de- 
clare the  defendants  Skinner  Row  and  Thomas  Briggs,  as  trustees  of  the 
settlement  of  16th  November,  1825,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  are  enti- 
tled as  against  the  defendants  (the  assignees  of  Winchester)  to  hold  and 
retain  the  said  sum  of  5992/.  17«.4c/.,  £3  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  imtil  the 
simi  of  £5000  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  secured  by  the  bond  of  Henry 
Winchester  to  Skinner  Row  and  Thomas  Briggs,  together  with  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  £5  per  cent,  per  annum,  seemred  by  such  bond,  so 
far  as  such  interest  is  now  and  ahall  hereafter  accrue  due,  shall  be  paid 
and  satisfied;  and  that  the  said  defendants,  the  assignees,  without  making 
good  such  said  sum  of  £5000^  and  interest  thereon,  are  not  entitled  to 
claim  the  said  bank  annuities^  or  any  part  thereof,  or  the  dividends 
thereof.  And  let  part  of  the  said  sum  of  5992/.  17«.  4</.,  £3  per  cent. 
Bank  Annuities,  sufficient  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  defendants  Row  and 
Briggs  as  between  solicitor  and  client  up  to  the  present  time,  be  sold,  and 
let  such  costs  be  taxed  if  the  parties  differ,  and  be  paid  accordingly.  And 
let  the  dividends  due  on  such  bank  annuities,  and  to  accme  due  on  the  reii^ 
due  thereof  during  the  joint  lives  of  the  plaintiffs,  or  until  further  order,  be 
paid  to  the  plaintiff  John  Burridge.  Declare  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  right 
of  the  plaintiff  Sarah  Burridge,  are  absolutely  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  said  bond.  Let  no  costs  to  this  time  be  paid  to  the  plaintiiBi  or  the 
assignees.  Liberty  to  apply.  Reserve  subsequent  costs;  and  the  decree 
to  be  without  prejudice  to  such  claim,  if  any,  as  the  assignees  under  the 
bankruptcy  of  William  Row,  the  younger,  may  have  upon  the  said  sum 
of  431/.  I9«.  9(/.  Consols.  Let  that  sum  be  without  prejudice  carried  to  a 
separate  account,  to  be  called  the  dividend  account,  to  accumulate  untQ 
further  order.  Liberty  to  the  asrignees  of  William  Row,  and  to  the  par- 
ties to  the  cause,  to  apply  in  this  suit  respecting  that  fund,  as  they  may 
be  advised;  and  by  consent  of  the  trustees,  let  them  within  a  fortnight 
give  notice  of  this  decree  to  the  assignees  of  William  Row. 
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KXLLT  V.  HOOPXB.  Dee.  17M. 

Benjamin  CRITCHETT,  who  was  inspector  of  letter  in  a  nit  to  re- 
carriers  in  the  Oeneral  Post  Office  in  London^  published  eyof  aiitmry' 
an  annual  work  called  "  The  Post  Office  London  Direc-  work,  m  plaintiff, 

who  in  oppon- 

tory/'  containing  exclusive  information  as  to  the  regula-  tiontothede- 

mm      Tfc         j^i«»  •  "■  •     •  *  fendant'i  denial 

tions  of  the  Post  Office  concerning  the  transmission  ox  ofhis  title,  ob- 
letters.    In  September,  1836,  Critchett  died,  and  the  plain-  ^^  j^^Sd 


tiff,  succeeding  to  his  office,  purchased  the  copyright  of  ^  an  i 

from  the  de* 

the  work  from  Critchett's  administratrix,  and  continued  fendant,  for  the 
the  sale  of  it  at  a  considerable  profit.  hirlmghia  tiUe 

In  1889  the  defendant  Hooper  pirated  the  work,  by  ^^iJ^. 

copying  the  most  important  parts  of  it  into  a  sixpenny  »•«*  between 

the  partieSf  the 

publication  called  "  The  Post  Office  Almanack.^'  The  title  ia  not  etta- 
plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill,  and  obtained  an  ex  parte  order  an'daUofof  ' 
for  an  injunction  on  the  11th  December,  1889.     On  the  k^^iiyanac- 

**  '  oonnt  from  the 

27th  of  the  same  month,  the  defendant  moved  to  dis-  defendant  of 
solve  the  injunction,  but  The  Vice-Chancellor  of  England  by  £e  sale  of 
ordered  that  it  should  be  continued,  and  that  the  plaintiff,  ^rJf'"xhe 
whose  title  was  disputed  by  the  defendant,  should  bring  pl^tiff,  there- 
such  action  as  he  might  be  advised.  ciraomstances, 
In  February,  1840,  the  declaration  in  the  action  being  the  costs  of  the 
ready  for  deUvery,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  wrote  a  letter  to  Si^'aiJ^SS 
the  defendant's  solicitor,  in  which  he  took  notice,  that  the  between  party 

and  party;  and 

defendant's  time  for  answering  would  expire  on  the  follow*  if  by  the  refbsal 
ing  Saturday,  and  requested  to  know  whether  it  was  the  ^  ^j  ^^^ 
defendant's  wish  that  proceedings  should  go  on,  or  whether  ^f*  *^  ^^ 
he  was  willing  to  stop  the  proceedings,  and  pay  ''  the  costs  to  bring  his 
already  incurred."  In  answer  to  this  letter  the  defendant's  ing,  he  wiu  be ' 
solicitor  wrote,  that  his  client  was  desirous  that  the  pro-  ^^^^J|^^ 
ceedings,  both  in  the  suit  and  in  the  action,  should  be  dis-  the  suit,  as  be- 

tween  party  and 

continued.    Upon  this  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  delivered  to  party,  although 

at  the  hearing 
he  may  waive  the  acoonnt    And  the  pUinttiTs  equity  in  this  respect  wiU  not  be  affected  by 
hia  having  offered  to  waive  his  right  to  an  answer,  with  a  view  to  obtain  terms  more  beneficial 
to  himself  than  tlie  Court  would,  under  any  circumstances,  accord  to  him  ;  as,  for  instance,  with 
a  Tiew  to  reoetTe  costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client. 

JP  <:fic€4Jt.  S-n 
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1841.  the  defendant  his  bill  of  costs^  made  out  as  between  solicitor 
and  client.  These  costs  the  defendant  refused  to  pay,  but 
offered  to  pay  taxed  costs^  as  between  party  and  party. 
The  plaintiff,  however,  insisted  that  his  proposal  as  to  costs 
should  be  acceded  to,  or  that  the  defendant  should  put  in 
his  answer.  The  defendant  then  sent  to  the  plaintiff  an 
account  of  the  sales  of  the  spurious  work,  by  which  it  ap- 
peared that  he  had  incurred  a  loss;  offering  at  the  same 
time  to  verify  the  account  by  affidavit.  To  this  communi- 
cation the  plaintiff  made  no  reply,  and  ultimately  the  de- 
fendant put  in  his  answer,  admitting  the  plaintiff^s  title. 
The  plaintiff  then  offered  to  put  an  end  to  further  proceed-* 
ings  upon  receiving  costs  as  between  party  and  party,  in- 
cluding the  costs  of  the  answer.  The  defendant,  however, 
rejected  this  offer. 

The  cause  now  coming  on  for  hearing, 

Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  plaintiff,  waived  the 
account,  but  contended  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right,  under 
the  circumstances,  to  have  an  answer  from  the  defendant, 
admitting  or  denying  his  title,  and  therefore  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  and  Mr.  Bichner,  contra,  contended  that 
the  defendant  had  been  compelled  to  continue  the  suit  by 
an  unjustifiable  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  ob- 
tain unusual  costs ;  that  the  defendant,  therefore,  ought 
not  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  answer  or  subsequent  proceed- 
ings.   Whittingham  v.  Wooler  [a),  Millington  v.  Fox  (i). 

The  Yice-Chancellob  (c). — It  must  assuredly  be  in- 
ferred from  the  course  of  proceedings  in  this  case,  that 
the  action  was  brought  at  the  instance  and  through  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant.  Afterwards,  indeed,  he  ex- 
pressed a  desire  that  the  action  should  be  discontinued, 

(a)  2  Swanst.  428.        (6)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  33(        (c)  Ex  relaiume. 
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and  he  appeared  to  be  willing  to  submit  to  the  plaintiff^s 
title^  and  a  negotiation  took  place  between  the  parties, 
before  the  answer  was  put  in.  But  there  was  clearly  at  that 
time  no  formal  recognition^  or  judicial  determination  of  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff;  and  in  the  earlier  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings the  defendant  had  actually  disputed  that  title — 
a  circumstance  which  distinguishes  this  case  from  that  of 
MUUngton  v.  Faao,  On  the  negotiation,  the  defendant  offered 
to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit  as  between  party  and  party,  while 
the  plaintiff  required  them  to  be  paid  as  between  solicitor 
and  client,  to  which  he  was  not  entitled.  After  this  the  an- 
swer was  put  in,  and  then  the  plaintiff  offered  to  take  the 
costs  as  between  party  and  party,  including  the  costs  of 
the  answer.  The  defendant  refused  this  offer,  but  pro- 
posed that  the  costs  should  be  paid  as  between  party  and 
party,  up  to  the  time  of  putting  in  the  answer,  but  not  the 
costs  of  the  answer.  After  this  was  declined  the  cause 
proceeded,  and  it  is  for  the  Court  to  decide  whether  the 
plaintiff  has  fairly,  reasonably,  and  properly,  and  without 
acting  oppressively,  required  an  answer  to  be  put  in.  If 
he  had  a  fair  right  to  require  that  step,  he  had  a  clear 
title  to  sell  it  for  such  terms  as  he  might  think  adequate, 
and  it  was  equally  the  right  of  the  defendant,  if  he  thought 
fit,  to  refuse  that  bargain.  I  think  that  on  two  grounds 
the  plaintiff,  without  acting  oppressively  or  unreasonably, 
was  entitled  to  have  an  answer;  first,  that  his  title  might 
be  recognised  by  the  confession  of  the  defendant,  who  had 
before  disputed  it ;  for,  if  that  were  not  done,  the  record 
would  present  the  fact  of  an  injunction  and  an  order  for 
an  action,  and  the  former  not  got  rid  of,  and  the  latter 
not  proceeded  in — and,  secondly,  because  he  was  entitled 
to  an  account  from  the  answer,  as  to  the  quantum  of 
profit  and  the  extent  of  the  sale,  and  was  not  bound  to 
be  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  an  affidavit  on  that  subject. 
The  plaintiff,  therefore,  having  such  right  to  an  answer, 
was  equally  entitled  to  offer  to  sell  it  at  his  own  terms ; 
and  if  that  were  so,  he  could  call  for  the  answer,  if  his 
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terms  were  not  acceded  to.  They  were  refased,  and  he 
had  the  answer,  and  is  right  in  now  coming  to  the  Court 
for  his  costs.  The  injunction  must  therefore  be  continued. 
No  account  is  to  be  taken,  as  the  plaintiff,  by  his  counsel 
at  the  bar,  has  waived  it,  and  the  defendant  must  pay  all 
the  costs  of  the  suit  in  this  Court;  but  I  shall  not  give 
any  direction  as  to  the  costs  of  the  action. 


1842. 
Jan,  nth,  Attobney-Genebal  V.  Bbandbeth. 

Testatrix  be.  X  HIS  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attomey-General, 
ga^tohcrcxe.  ^^  *^®  relation  of  the  vicar  and  churchwardens  of  the 
^^uSb^^em  P*""™^  ®^  Ormskirk,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an  ac- 
Bo  that  t^e  in- '  couut  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  a  certain 
y^ly  paid  to  charitable  legacy  bequeathed  by  the  will  of  Mrs.  Catherine 
MrisTof  O.*!!^  Brandreth ;  and  to  have  proper  persons  appointed  trustees 
/TfW,  thatit      of  the  charitv,  and  a  scheme  for  the  distribution  of  the 

was  a  misapplt-  * 

cation  of  the  le-  fuud  among  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Ormskirk,  according 
to^fSof  to  the  direction  of  the  will.  The  testatrix  by  her  will, 
cxteSd(S  ow^  ^**®^  ^  March,  1827,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  poor 
other  parishes  of  the  above-meutioned  parish  the  sum  of  £200,  to  be 
o.,  and  which     Settled  by  her  executors  so  that  the  interest  might  be  paid 

absolote  control      j^^  ^h^  \^^  of  the  decease  of  the  testatrix,  there  existed 

oTcr  the  legacy     ^  ^  ^  ' 

to  the  directors  in  the  parish  of  Ormskirk  a  dispensaxy,  supported  by 
scribers  to  the  Voluntary  contribution,  for  the  purpose  of  affording,  free 
^^^sSemedi-  ^^  expense,  to  the  poor  of  that  parish,  and  also  of  the 
rccted,  without  adjoining  parishes,    medicines  and  medical  attendance. 

a  reference. 

Shortlv  after  the  testatrix's  decease,  the  defendant  Brand- 
reth,  the  sole  acting  executor  of  her  will,  handed  over  the 
sum  of  £200  in  payment  of  the  legacy  to  the  treasurer  of 
that  institution ;  and  this  sum,  together  with  a  sum  of 
£800  arising  from  subscriptions,  were  applied  in  the  pur- 
chase of  a  piece  of  land  and  a  building,  which  were  duly 
conveyed  to  trustees  for  the  purposes  of  the  charity. 
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The  deed  by  which  these  premises  were  conveyed^  and         1842. 
which  was  dated  in  October,  1832,  contained  a  statement,     a^t  TaMM. 
that  the  charity  was  intended  for  the  benefit  of ''  the  parish  •> 

of  Ormskirk  and  the  adjoimng  parishes;''  and  there  was 
a  dause  to  the  effect,  that,  if  it  shouU  be  declared  by  the 
sfubscribers  to  the  charity  that  larger  or  more  convenient 
buildings  should  be  erected  in  Ormskirk  instead  of  the 
building  thereby  granted,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  trus-* 
tees  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of  the  land,  buildings, 
and  premises  of  the  charity  by  auction  or  private  contract, 
the  purchasers  not  to  be  bound  to  see  to  the  application 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  that  the  trustees  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  money  arising  firom  such  sale,  upon  such 
trusts,  and  in  such  manner,  as  shoidd  be  resolved  upon,  or 
decided  by  a  general  meeting  of  the  directors  and  sub- 
scribers for  the  time  being  of  the  charity. 

It  appeared  that  the  parish  of  Ormskirk  had  received 
great  benefit  from  the  dispensary;  873  persons  of  that 
parish  having  been  relieved  in  the  year  ending  May, 
1835. 

The  defendant  had  paid  £20,  the  amount  of  legacy  duty 
out  of  his  own  pocket. 

Mr.  FoUeit,  for  the  relators,  contended,  that  the  legacy 
had  been  applied  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  inasmuch  as  it  had  been  appropriated  to  the 
use  of  other  parishes  than  Ormskirk,  and  had  also,  by  the 
terms  of  the  deed,  been  placed  under  the  controul  of  per- 
sons not  contemplated  by  the  testatrix.  He  cited  Ait,- 
General  v.  Comber  (a). 

Mr.  Sinqikinwn,  for  the  defendant,  after  commenting  on 
the  hardship  of  the  case  of  his  client,  contended,  that,  by 
the  terms  of  the  deed,  the  parish  of  Ormskirk  was  suffi- 

(a)  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  93. 
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1842.  ciently  protected,  as  the  poor  of  that  parish  were  thereby 

j^;j;;j;^;^]^  primarily  provided  for.     He  referred  to  Wilkinson  v.  Ma- 

" '      '  Hn  (a). 


V. 

Brandrbth. 


The  Vice  Chancellor. — ^I  am  placed  under  the  neces- 
sity of  deciding,  that  this  legacy  should  be  paid  in  a  manner 
conformable  to  the  trusts  of  the  will ;  and,  although  there 
is  a  provision  in  the  deed  for  securing  the  application  of  the 
fund  in  the  shape  of  medical  aid,  yet,  considering  the  trusts 
of  the  deed,  both  with  regard  to  the  persons  to  receive 
the  benefit  of  the  charity,  and  the  extensive  powers  which 
the  subscribers  have  over  it,  I  regret  to  be  compelled  to 
decide  against  the  defendant.  It  is  clear  that  Mr.  Brand- 
reth  intended  what  was  liberal  and  beneficial  to  the  charity, 
and  I  am  not  sure  that  he  may  not  have  done  what  was 
best  for  it.  The  Court,  however,  is  called  upon  to  say, 
whether,  having  regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  this 
money  has  been  properly  appUed,  and  I  am  obliged  to  de- 
cide that  it  has  not.  The  relators,  therefore,  have  a  right  to 
say,  that  the  legacy  is  still  due ;  and,  if  so,  I  am  obliged 
also  to  say,  that  the  costs  of  obtaining  that  legacy  must  be 
paid  out  of  the  estate  of  the  testatrix. 

As  to  interest,  it  is  plain  that  the  parish  has  had  the 
benefit  of  this  sum  for  a  considerable  time.  I  shall  there- 
fore give  no  interest  beyond  the  time  of  filing  the  in- 
formation.    The  legacy  duty  must  be  deducted. 

I  cannot  send  such  a  case  as  this  into  the  Master's  o£Sce. 
The  Court  itself  must  direct  a  scheme. 

Let  the  defendant  pay  into  Court  the  sum  of  £180,  being  the  amount 
of  the  legacy,  after  deducting  legacy  duty  at  £10  per  cent.,  and  interest 
thereon,  at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent  per  annum,  from  the  time  of  filing 
the  information  to  the  dny  of  payment ;  the  amount  to  be  verified  by 
afiidavit  Let  the  money,  when  paid  in,  be  laid  out.  And  let  the  divi- 
dends of  the  stock  to  be  purchased  be  paid  to  the  defendant  during  his 
life,  or  till  further  order,  to  be  applied  by  him,  with  the  approbation  of 

(a)  2  C.  &  J.  636. 
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the  Ticar  and  churchwardens  of  the  parish  of  Ormskirk  for  the  time  being,  1842. 

or  the  majority  of  them,  including  the  defendant,  every  year,  on  Christ- 
mas eve,  in  providing  clothing  and  fuel  for  such  of  the  deserving  poor, 
resident  in  the  parish  of  Ormskirk,  (whether  parishioners  or  not,  but  not 
receiving  out-door  relief),  as  may  be  agreed  upon.  And  after  the  death 
of  the  defendant,  let  the  dividends  be  paid  to  the  vicar  of  Ormskirk  for 
the  time  being,  (his  identity  to  be  verified  by  affidavit),  to  be  applied  by 
him,  with  the  approbation  of  the  churchwardens,  or  the  majority  of  them, 
including  the  vicar,  to  the  like  purposes.  Tax  the  relators  their  costs  of 
this  suit,  and  let  such  costs  be  paid  by  the  defendant. 


HusHAM  V.  Dixon.  js^ft.  8M. 


Mr. 


SIMPKINSON  moved,  under  the  8th  of  the  Or-  The  Court  wUi, 

ders  of  August,  1841,  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance  i^nott^ST  " 

for  the  defendant.      He  produced  sufficient  evidence  of  JJjJ^g'of  tJjf^* 

the  service  of  a  subpcena,  &c.  (a).  8th  of  the  Or- 

ders of  Aagost, 
1841. 

The  Vice-chancellor,  after  adverting  to  the  serious  9  JVo/u .  fS 
consequences  which  might  arise  from  a  strict  adherence  to  /  frCC.  VffS^, 
the  terms  of  this  Order  in  all  cases^  and  after  observing 
that  the  8th  Order  was  not  imperative  upon  the  Courts 
said^  that  he  thought  that  in  this  case  some  relaxation  of 
it  might  be  made.  He  therefore  ordered  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  be  at  liberty  to  enter  an  appearance  within 
ten  days^  undertaking  in  the  mean  time  to  serve  the  de- 
fendant with  a  copy  of  the  order  made  on  the  present 
motion  within  six  days^  unless  the  defendant  should  have 
appeared  in  the  mean  time  (&). 

(a)  See  1  Hare,  159.  that  the  additional  expense  occa- 

(6)  In  Crowder  v.  Foster,  and  sioned  by  a  departure  from  the 

Nash  V.  ParJiU,  21st  February,  strict  terms  of  the  order  might,  in 

1842,hisHonour  adopted  a  similar  some  cases,  be  a  reason  for  the 

course;  observing,  however,  that  it  Court  acting  upon  the  order  in  its 

might  not  be  advisable  to  adhere  literal  sense, 
to  this  practice  in  every  case,  and 
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1841. 

MEMORANDA. 


In  Michaelmas  Term^  1841,  James  Lewis  Knight  Bruce, 
Esq.,  and  James  Wigram,  Esq.,  the  Yice-Chajicellon  ap- 
pointed under  the  stat.  5  Vict.  c.  5,  received  the  honour 
of  knighthood,  and  were  appointed  members  of  her  Ma* 
jesty's  most  Honourable  Privy  Council. 

In  the  Christmas  Vacation,  1841 — 42,  the  Bight  Hon- 
ourable Sir  John  Bernard  Bosanquet,  Ent.,  resigned  his 
o£Sce  of  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas,  and  was 
succeeded  by  Creswell  CresweU,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majest3r's 
counsel,  who  was  thereupon  called  to  the  degree  of  the 
coif,  and  gave  rings  with  the  motto  ''  Leges  juraque"  and 
afterwards  received  the  honour  of  knighthood. 

In  the  course  of  Hilary  Term,  1842,  the  following  gen- 
tlemen were  appointed  her  Majesty's  counsel,  viz.  Edward 
Wilbrakam,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Wilkinson  Mathews, 
Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  John  Herbert  Koe,  Esq.,  of  Lin- 
coln's Inn,  John  Godf/rey  Teed,  Esq.,  of  Gray's  Inn,  WU- 
liam  Lofius  Lowndes,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  TTwmas  Pur- 
vis,  Esq.,  of  Gray's  Inn,  John  Walker,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's 
Inn,  Kenyon  Stevens  Parker,  Esq.,  of  Gray's  Inn,  James 
Russell,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple,  Thomas  Oliver  Ander- 
don,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  Robert  Prioleau  Roupell,  Esq., 
of  Lincoln's  Inn,  and  Loftus  Tottenham  Wigram,  Esq.,  of 
Lincoln's  Inn. 
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CoPPIN  V.  GbaT.  Jan.  13M, 

TUih. 
HE  bill  was  filed  by  the  personal  representatives  of  in  order  to  pre- 

Jobn  Plura  against  John  Ghrayand  Sarah  his  wife^and  the  ^uofihtStt^ 

trustees  of  their  marriage  settlement,  praying  payment  out  ^J?  ^  Limita- 

of  Mrs.  Gray's  separate  estate  of  three  sums  of  £500,  of  equity  in  a 

£500,  and  £250.    The  bill  alleged  that  Mrs.  Gray,  on  ptecon^^ 

the  faith  of  her  separate  estate,  had  contracted  to  purchase  *iebiir^  filed 

of  the  Welch  Iron  Company  a  leasehold  house  and  pre-  ^tJ"n  six  years 

^      ''  '^         after  the  accruer 

mises  called  Hartsheath,  at  £1700,  and,  for  that  purpose,  of  the  right  to 
had  borrowed  of  Plura  the  three  sums  in  question,  for  one  of  them^ona  be 
which,  namely,  £500,  Plura  had  originally  given  his  ac-  Su  alter  tiwex- 
ceptance,  which  he  afterwards  paid,  to  a  bill  of  exchange  P"^«^  of  that 
drawn  upon  him  by  Mrs.  Gray,  at  three  months,  dated  Quare,  whe- 
November  13th,  1827,  and  made  payable  to  the  trustees  of*Limitation« 
of  her  setUement.  f"^^  ^}^^, 

m  bar  of  a  bill 

The  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gray,  by  their  answers,  fii«d  to  enforce 

payment  out  of 

denied  the  existence  of  any  such  contract  as  in  the  bill  tiiefleparate 
mentioned,  but  admitted  that  the  advances  in  question  riedwonunof' 
had  been  made  by  Plura  to  Mr.  Gray  as  his  sole  debtor;  ^^J^^-^  i« 
Mrs.  Gray  agreeing  to  advance  to  her  husband  out  of  her  ^f »  her  aepa- 

rate  capacity  ? 

separate  estate  the  sums  required  to  repay  Plura,  upon  con- 
dition that  such  estate  should  be  indemnified  by  means  of  a  o7r3eo^.  MS-. 
secnrity  upon  Hartsheath.  They  further  alleged  that  it 
was  upon  the  expectation  of  such  security  being  given, 
that  Mrs.  Gray  signed  the  bill  of  exchange.  They  relied 
on  the  Statute  of  Limitations  as  a  bar  to  the  relief  sought 
by  the  bill. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  the  plaintifis  proved  the 
bill  of  exchange.  One  of  their  witnesses,  however,  stated, 
that  it  was  paid  by  Plura  on  the  15th  of  January,  1828, 
which  was  one  month  before  it  became  due.  As  to  the 
other  sums,  the  plaintifis  failed  in  proving  the  allegations 
of  their  bill. 

The  bill  was  filed  on  the  12th  February,  1884,  when  a 

VOL.  I.  p  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  subpcena  was  taken  out^  but  not  served.  Afterwards,  that 
is  to  say,  in  August,  1836,  a  subpcena  was  served  on  the 
defendants. 

'  Mr.  Swanstan  and  Mr.  Beavan,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Barlow,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Kenyon  Parker,  for  the  defendants, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gray. — The  bill  of  exchange  having  been 
paid  on  the  15th  of  January,  the  plaintiffs  are  barred  by 
the  statute.  But  supposing  the  evidence  on  this  point 
to  be  a  mistake,  the  plaintiffs  are  nevertheless  barred,  be- 
cause the  subpoena  was  not  served  till  August,  1836,  and 
it  is  the  service  of  the  subpoena,  and  not  the  filing  of  the 
bill,  which  prevents  the  operation  of  the  statute.  At  law, 
even  under  the  statute  of  James,  there  must  have  been  a 
return  mm  est  inventus,  and  a  new  writ,  in  order  to  keep 
the  action  alive.  The  statute  2  WUL  4,  c.  39,  requires  a 
more  strict  proceeding  to  render  the  Statute  of  limita- 
tions inoperative.  In  bailable  process,  the  plaintiff  must 
arrest  the  party  if  possible;  if  the  process  is  not  baila* 
ble,  he  must  serve  the  party.  Tf  the  process  is  not  served 
immediately,  a  new  writ  must  be  sued  out  within  one 
calendar  month  after  the  expiration  of  the  writ.  This 
Court  adopts  the  analogy.  [The  Vice- Chancellor. — Have 
you  any  authority  shewing  the  necessity  of  service  of  sub- 
poena in  any  case  depending  on  the  Statute  of  Limitations  ? 
In  the  case  of  lis  pendens  it  is  often  material ;  but  the  silence 
of  the  books  on  the  other  point  may  be  thought  to  shew 
that  there  is  a  difference.]  There  is  no  express  decision 
on  the  point,  but  it  is  submitted  that  the  question  may  be 
determined  by  analogy.  A  bill  in  equity  is  only  a  petition 
asking  for  the  process  of  the  Court :  Wheat  v.  Graham  (a) ; 
Hyde  v.  Price  (4).    It  was  before  the  recent  alterations 

(fl)  7  Sim.  61.  (6)  8  Sim.  678;  C.  P.  Coop.  193. 
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analo^na  to  the  original  writ  at  law.  That  writ  was  no 
bar  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  unless  subsequent  pro- 
ceedings were  had  upon  it :  Loam  v.  Lac€n  (a) :  and  abill 
can  have  no  greater  effect  in  that  particular.  The  policy 
of  courts  of  law  and  equity  in  matters  of  this  nature  is  the 
same.  [The  Vice-ChanceUor. — Your  argument  is,  that  the 
proceedings  are  nothing,  unless  the  defendant  has  notice. 
Is  notice  to  the  defendant  involved  in  all  the  alternatives 
mentioned  in  the  statute  2  Will.  4.  c.  39,  sect.  10?  In 
practice,  if  a  plaintiff  takes  a  writ  to  the  sheriff,  and  asks 
for  a  return  non  est  inventus,  can  he  not  get  it,  even  since 
the  statute,  without  service,  or  any  attempt  to  find  the 
defendant  ?]  If  the  mere  filing  of  a  bill,  without  giving  no- 
tice to  the  defendant  either  by  serving  him  with  a  sub^ 
pcena  or  otherwise,  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  as  against 
him  out  of  the  Statute  of  Lioiitations,  the  consequences 
will  be  very  serious  to  persons  who  are  brought  into  a 
court  of  equity  under  such  circumstances.  In  Stemdale 
V.  Hankinsan  (b),  it  is  said  that  the  commencing  proceedings 
in  a  court  of  equity  will  not  prevent  the  operation  of  the 
statute. 

The  Vics-Chance'llok. — ^In  this  case,  as  to  two  of  the 
sums  sought  to  be  recovered,  there  is  a  total  absence  of 
evidence,  and  there  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be  a  decree  even 
for  inquiry.  So  far,  therefore,  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs.  But  as  to  the  third,  that,  namely,  which  is 
the  subject  of  the  bill  of  exchange  or  document  of  Novem- 
ber, 1827,  the  plaintiffs  have  at  least  established  a  primd 
facie  case.  Indeed,  the  only  defence  substantially  at- 
tempted has  been  upon  the  Statute  or  Statutes  at  Limita- 
tions supposed  to  be  applicable  to  the  subject. 

Independently  of  the  time  when  process  was  served,  the 
bill  must,  I  conceive,  be  taken  as  filed  within  time ;  for  it 

(a)  2  Atk.  395.  {b)  1  Sim.  397. 

p2 
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1842.        was  filed  on  the  l2th  of  February,  1884^  and  the  bill  of 
CoppiN       exchange  ought  not  to  be  taken^  I  oonceive^  as  having 

^'  been  at  complete  maturity  before  the  14th  or  16th  of 

February,  1828.  The  point  mainly  contested  has  been^ 
whether,  as  there  was  neither  service  of  process  nor  ap- 
pearance until  the  year  1836,  the  plaintiffs'  remedy  is  not 
barred ;  that  is,  whether  the  six  years  ought  to  be  reckoned 
back  from  such  service  or  appearance,  or  from  the  filing  of 
the  bill. 

In  a  sense  and  for  some  purposes,  it  is  true  that  there 
is  not  in  this  court  a  Ha  pendens  before  service  of  process 
on  the  defendant,  or  his  appearance  without  such  service. 
But  on  my  request  during  the  argument  to  be  furnished 
with  authority  in  support  of  the  defendant's  proposition, 
that  the  time  of  the  service  or  appearance  was  the  time 
from  which  to  reckon  back  for  the  purpose  of  a  defence  in 
the  suit,  founded,  whether  directly  or  by  analogy,  on  either 
of  the  Statutes  of  Limitations,  I  was  informed  that  no 
such  authority  could  be  found.  Certainly  my  own  recol- 
lection does  not  suggest  the  existence  of  any  such  author- 
ity. The  proposition  seemed,  and  does  still  seem,  to  me 
not  supported  by  the  accustomed  forms  of  pleading,  or  by 
the  language  of  judges  in  reported  cases,  or  of  writers  in 
text  books.  The  time  of  filing  the  bill  is  the  period  which 
for  this  purpose,  I  believe,  is  generally,  if  not  invariably, 
referred  to.  If,  however,  it  would  be  clearly  a  departure 
from  the  principle  of  decided  cases  to  dissent  from  the  pro- 
position which  I  have  mentioned,  I  should  not  regard  the 
absence  of  a  specific  precedent,  but  would|  without  such  a 
precedent,  act  upon  a  principle  that  I  found  established. 
I  do  not,  however,  see  that  the  proposition  is  clearly  based 
on  principle.  It  is  not,  I  conceive,  supported  by  any  ana- 
logy to  the  course  of  j)roceedings  at  common  law,  antece- 
dently to  the  statute  of  Eang  William  the  Fourth,  which 
was  quoted  at  the  bar ;  and  if  by  reason  of  the  statute  or 
otherwise,  that  which,  as  I  consider,   would   be  a  new 
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rule,  is  to  be  introduced  into  this  court,  it  ought,  in 
jny  opinion,  to  be  introduced  by  higher  authority  than 
mine. 

It  has  been  said  that  great  inconvenience  must  arise 
from  not  assenting  to  the  defendant's  doctrine ;  inasmuch 
as  a  biU  might  be  filed,  nothing  done  upon  it  for  a  quarter 
of  a  century,  process  then  served,  and  the  Statutes  of  Id- 
mitations  excluded  by  the  mere  fact  of  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  the  biU.  Upon  this  there  are  some  observations 
very  obvious.  In  the  first  place,  if  there  is  any  solid  founda- 
tion for  the  argument,  how  are  we  to  account  for  the  si- 
lence of  the  books  on  a  matter  of  such  probably  frequent 
occurrence  ?  In  the  next  place,  the  courts  of  law  seem  to 
be,  or  at  least  to  have  been  up  to  the  last  reign,  substan- 
tially under  a  dispensation  of  equal  inconvenience,  if  in- 
convenience there  be ;  and,  thirdly,  in  a  case  of  grosser 
improper  delay  between  the  time  of  filing^  biU  and  any 
^irther  proc^^ng  in  the  cause  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
a  court  of  equity  does  not  require  any  such  rule  to  enable 
it,  in  the  exerdse  of  the  judicial  discretion  belonging  to  it, 
to  deal  effectually  with  such  a  plaintiff,  and  to  provide 
amply  for  the  protection  of  a  defendant  so  circumstanced, 
making  the  case  by  his  answer. 

In  the  present  cause,  however,  no  such  case  is  made  by 
the  answer.  The  benefit  of  the  Statute  or  Statutes  of  li- 
mitations, if  claimed  with  reference  to  the  bill  of  exchange, 
is  claimed  in  merely  general  terms;  the  defendant  not 
alluding  to  the  process,  or  stating  matter  calculated 
to  call  the  plaintiff's  attention  to  the  particular  line  of 
defence  taken  at  the  bar.  Had  the  answer  been  other- 
wise framed,  the  plaintiff  might,  by  supplemental  bill, 
or  in  some  other  mode,  have  met  and  displaced  the  ob- 
jection, if  any.  The  mere  case,  indeed,  arising  from 
the  production  of  the  subpcena  of  1836,  which  is  all  the 
support  in  evidence  that  Mrs.  Oray  has  for  the  ai^u- 
ment,  is  not  of  itself  strong.     I  have  not  adverted  to  the 
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1842.  defendant's  suggestion^  that  the  bill^  if  paid  by  Mr.  Flora, 
was  paid  as  early  as  January,  1828.  There  is  not,  I  think, 
legal  evidence  of  that;  and  if  there  were,  the  mere  fact  that 
he  paid  the  bill  before  the  time  when  according  to  its 
tenor  it  became  due,  would  not,  I  apprehend,  give  him  a 
right  of  suit  before  that  time  against  the  drawer,  by  way 
of  loan  to  whom  he  accepted  it. 

On  the  whole,  without  expressing  or  intimating  any 
opinion  whether  it  would  be  wholesome  or  uselEul  to  adopt 
such  a  rule  as  that  for  which  the  defendant  contends,  I 
dedine  making  the  precedent ;  and  I  must  refer  it  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  plainti£fs 
for  principal  and  interest  upon  the  bill,  and  declare  that 
they  are  entitled  to  have  the  amount  of  what  shall  be 
found  due  to  them  raised  or  paid  out  of  the  separate  estate 
of  the  defendant  Mrs.  Ghray,  of  which  the  other  defendants 
are  the  trustees ;  and  let  the  defendants  the  trustees  be 
restrained  until  further  order  from  making  any  payment 
in  respect  of  such  separate  estate,  or  the  income  thereof, 
otherwise  than  under  the  order  of  this  Court;  and  reserve 
the  payment  of  the  costs  of  so  much  of  the  bill  as  has  been 
dismissed,  and  reserve  further  directions  and  all  other 
costs,  with  liberty  to  apply. 

Before  parting  with  this  case,  I  wish  to  add,  that  I  de- 
sire not  to  be  considered  as  deciding  that  the  limitation  of 
six  years  is  or  is  not  applicable  under  any  circumstances 
to  a  demand  such  as  that  on  the  bill  of  exchange  in  ques- 
tion here  upon  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman. 
I  have  assumed  its  applicability  for  the  purpose  of  the  ar- 
gument. 
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1842. 


VicKERs  r.  Oliver.  Jan,  26M, 

T\T  ^^*^-       ^ 

W ILLIAM  CHENEY  HART,  formerly  of  Hope  Bowd-  Upon  the  death 

ler,  in  the  oonnty  of  Salop,  Esquire,  by  his  will  dated  the  whohadderised 

2l8t  May,  1818,  gave  and  devised  aU  that  dwelling-house,  JjJ  jJLJ^t  rf 

in  Barker-street,  Shrewsbury,  describing  it  as  the  late  resi-  w«  debu,  a  bill 

was  filed  on  be* 

denee  of  his  brother,  and  by  Urn  devised  to  him,  the  testator,  half  of  his  cre- 

infee^  unto  his  the  testator's  sister,  Hannah  Cheney  Hart,  ^^^^d  ^ 

for  life;  and,  after  bequeathing  several  pecuniary  and  spe.  J^^lj^J'^JJ^'' 

cific  legacies  to  various  persons,  amongst  whom  was  Anne  aaaeta  adminia- 

Marsh,  he  ordered  that  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  real  eautes 

and  aU  the  legacies  given  by  his  will,  should  be  payable  S^Jj^^^^^'" 

out  of  all  his  estate,  real  and  personal :  and  he  gave,  de-  ^^"^^  "f^  ^ 

r  7  D       '  1821,  appointed 

vised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  property  and  estate,  real  and  ofaiihisestatea. 
personal,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  in  possession,  rever-  wardb  diaoo' 

▼ered  that  the 
testator  bad 
died  seised  of 

raise  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  all  or  any  part  thereof,  a  suf-  had  not  passed 
fident  sum  to  pay  off  all  such  his  debts,  and  the  said  had^emnded 
legacies,  and  all  other  incidental  expenses.    And  he  em-  ^  {^^"  hdress- 

at-IaWy  M., 

powered  the  trustee  to  give  receipts,  &c.    And  as  to  the  upon  whose 
surplus  of  all  his  property,  real  and  personal,  he  gave  the  it  descended  to' 
same  absolutely  to  his  natural  sons,  Bobert  and  William  ^^J^  y^^ 
Mainwaring,  as  tenants  in  common,  and  in  case  of  their  •f^  M.'s 

death,  a  supple- 

both  dying  under  twenty-one,  to  his  heirs  or  heirs-at-law  j  mental  bill  was 
and  he  appointed  the  Mainwarings  and  Oeorge  Watkin  ^     ^s^p^    - 


don,  or  remainder,  unto  the  Bev.  George  Watkin  Marsh, 
his  heirs,   executors,  and  administrators,  upon  trust  to 


Marsh  executors  of  his  will. 


by  one  of  the 
plaintiirs  in  the 
original  suit, 
being  a  simple 
contract  credi- 
tor of  the  testator,  praying  to  hare  the  benefit  of  that  suit  as  against  the  descended  estate : — 
Heldf  that  as  the  original  suit  was  treated  as  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  all  the  testator's 
real  estates,  and  as  the  plaintiff  sought  to  affect  the  descended  estate  by  standing  in  the  place 
of  the  specialty  creditors,  he  was  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but  was  entitled  to 
have  the  descended  estate  marshalled  in  his  fiiTonr. 

A  simple  contract  creditor  who  has  acquired  a  right  of  marshaUing  real  estate  is  not  barred 
by  the  lapse  of  less  than  twenty  years. 

Testator  devises  all  his  real  estate  in  trust  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  At  the  time  of 
making  his  will  he  is  tenant  in  fee  of  sereral  estates,  and  tenant  in  tail,  with  remainders  oyer, 
with  remaunder  to  himself  in  fee,  of  an  estate  called  B.,  of  which  he  afterwards  suffers  a  reco- 
very and  dies  without  republishing  his  will.  QiMsre,  whether,  in  tlie  administration  of  his  assets, 
the  estate  B.  is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  his  specialty  creditors  before  the  devised  estates  ? 
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The  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  will,  was  not,  as 
he  considered  himself,  tenant  in  fee  under  his  brother's 
will  of  the  house  in  Barker-street,  but  tenant  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to  his  sisters  in  tail,  with  remainder  to  himself  in 
fee.  He  afterwards  suffered  a  recovery  of  that  estate,  and 
died  on  the  28th  December,  1818,  leaving  Sarah  Cheney 
Marsh,  wife  of  George  Watkin  Marsh,  his  only  sister,  and 
heiress-at-law ;  his  other  sister,  Hannah  Cheney  Hart, 
having  died  in  his  lifetime,  without  issue. 

Greorge  Watkin  Marsh  proved  the  testator's  will,  and 
entered  into  possession  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal 
estate,  the  Mainwarings  being  infants. 

On  the  24th  February,  1820,  the  plaintiff  and  his  part- 
ner John  Pritchard,  being  simple  contract  creditors  of  the 
testator,  filed  their  bill  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
other  the  creditors  of  the  testator,  two  of  whom  were 
stated  to  be  specialty  creditors,  against  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Marsh  (the  latter  being  alleged  to  be  the  heiress-at-law 
of  the  testator),  and  against  the  legatees  under  the  tes- 
tator's will,  praying  for  the  administration  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate ;  and,  if  necessary,  that  the  testator's  will 
might  be  established,  and  an  account  taken  of  the  estates 
which  the  testator  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  that  b  sufficient  part  thereof  might 
be  sold;  and,  if  necessary,  that  the  assets  might  be 
marshalled. 

In  the  answers  which  were  put  in  to  this  bill,  the  house 
in  Barker-street  was  not  treated  otherwise  than  as  passing 
under  the  testator's  will;  and  an  order  was  afterwards 
made  for  a  receiver  of  all  the  estates.  In  March,  1822, 
after  putting  in  her  answer,  and  after  publication  passed, 
but  before  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  Mrs.  Marsh  died. 
By  the  decree  at  the  hearing,  an  inquiry  was  directed  as 
to  what  estates  the  testator  died  seised  of,  and  it  was  or- 
dered that,  if  necessary,  a  competent  part  thereof  should 
be  sold ;  and  it  was  declared  that  such  decree  should  be 
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binding  on  Anne  Marsh,  who  was  then  considered  to  be         1842. 
the  heireas-at-Iaw  of  Mrs.  Marsh  and  the  testator. 

It  subsequently  appearing  that  Anne  Marsh  was  the 
daughter  of  the  defendant.  Marsh,  by  a  former  wife,  and 
that  the  defendant,  OUver,  was  the  testator's  heir-at-law,  he, 
in  December,  1828,  executed  to  Marsh,  as  the  trustee  under 
the  testator's  will,  a  release  of  aU  his  estate,  right,  title, 
&c.,  in,  to,  or  out  of  all  the  fireehold  and  copyhold  heredita- 
ments either  in  possession,  reversion,  or  remainder,  late 
of  the  said  testator  and  devised  to  the  said  George  Watkin 
Marsh  by  the  said  will,  upon  the  trusts  thereof. 

Under  the  decree  above-mentioned  the  greater  part  of  the 
testator's  real  estates,  exclusive  of  the  estate  in  Barker- 
street,  was  sold,  and  the  produce  applied,  together  with  his 
personalty,  in  discharge  of  his  specialty  debts ;  but  his  sim- 
ple contract  creditors,  including  the  plaintiff,  were  or  were 
alleged  to  be  unpaid. 

In  August,  1840,  the  plaintiff,  as  the  surviving  partner 
of  Pritchard,  filed  the  present  bill  against  Oliver  and 
against  William  Henry  Wood,  who  was  alleged  to  be  the 
trustee  of  a  mortgage  term  in  the  estate  in  Barker-street, 
the  mortgage  having  been  paid  off  out  of  the  testator's 
personal  estate. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had  lately  discovered, 
as  the  feet  was,  that  the  testator  was  not  seised  in  fee  of 
the  estate  in  Barker-street  at  the  time  of  making  his  will ; 
that  he  had  died  intestate  as  to  that  estate;  that  it  had 
descended  to  Sarah  Cheney  Marsh,  the  testator's  heiress- 
at-law,  and  from  her  to  Oliver  as  her  heir-at-law;  and  that 
Oliver  had  been  in  possession  since  the  death  of  Sarah 
Cheney  Marsh. 

The  bill,  after  charging  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  led 
to  believe  from  the  answer  of  Mrs.  Marsh  in  the  former 
suit  that  aU  the  real  estates  of  the  testator  passed  by  his 
will,  although  he  and  his  then  co-plaintiffs  had  instituted 
that  suit  in  respect  of  all  the  real  estates  of  which  the  tea- 


214  CASES   IN    CHANCERY. 

1842.  tator  was  seised  at  his  death,  prayed  that  the  plaintiff  might 
have  the  same  beneit  of  the  former  proceedings  against 
Oliver  as  if  he  had  been  made  a  party  thereto  on  the  death 
of  Mrs.  Marsh ;  and  that,  it  appearing  that  the  devised 
estates  remaining  unsold  were  not  nearly  sufficient  for  pay- 
ment of  the  plaintiff  and  the  other  simple  contract  creditors 
of  the  testator,  it  might  be  declared  that  they  were  entitled 
to  satisfaction  to  that  extent  out  of  the  descended  estates; 
or  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Oliver  was 
not  bound  by  the  former  proceedings  since  the  death 
of  Mrs.  Marsh,  then,  that  the  real  and  personal  estate 
might  be  administered,  and  if  it  should  appear  that  the 
personal  estate  had  been  properly  administered  in  payment 
of  the  specialty  debts,  then,  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
simple  contract  creditors  might  be  satisfied  and  paid  out 
of  the  estate  in  Barker-street  and  any  other  of  the  tes- 
tator's descended  estates,  &c.  Lastly,  that  this  suit  might 
be  considered  and  taken  as  a  supplemental  suit  to  the 
former. 

The  defendant  Oliver,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the 
plaintiff  and  the  other  creditors  of  the  testator  ought  not, 
at  that  distance  of  time  from  his  death,  to  be  permitted  to 
make  any  claim  or  demand  in  a  Court  of  equity  against 
him  as  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator  and  Sarah  Cheney 
Marsh  in  respect  of  the  descended  estate  of  the  testator; 
and  he  averred  that  the  cause  of  suit  (if  any)  against  him 
touching  or  concerning  the  descended  estate  of  the  tes- 
tator did  not  first  accrue  to  the  plaintiff  and  the  other 
creditors  of  the  testator  at  any  time  within  twenty  years 
next  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit ;  and  he  insisted 
upon  the  Aill  benefit  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in 
the  third  and  fourth  year  of  his  late  Majesty  King  Wil- 
liam the  Fourth,  intituled  &c.  (a),  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  he  had  pleaded  the  same. 

(o)  Stat  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27. 
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Mr.  RusieU  and  Mr.  Bigg,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  de-  1842. 
acended  estate  is  applicable  immediately  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintiff's  debt.  Donne  v.  LewU  (a)  and  Mannkig  v. 
SptHmer  {b)  are  authorities  to  shew  that  if  particular 
estates  be  selected  and  devised  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
they  being  so  selected  mnst  be  applied  to  that  purpose 
before  the  descended  estates;  but  that  unless  they  are  so 
selected,  the  descended  estates  will  be  primarily  applicable. 
Unless,  therefore,  the  plaintiff's  right  is  affected  by  the 
decision  in  MUnea  v.  Slater  (c),  he  has  ground  for  con- 
tending that,  as  here  there  is  a  general  devise  upon  trust 
to  pay  debts  and  legacies,  there  is  no  particular  estate 
selected  for  that  purpose,  and  that  the  case  comes  within 
the  rule  laid  down  by  Sir  John  Leach  in  BameweU  v.  Lord 
Cawdor  {d),  that,  to  exonerate  the  descended  estates,  there 
must  not  only  be  a  clear  intention  to  subject  the  devised 
estates  to  the  payment  of  the  debts,  but  also  a  clear  in- 
tention that  the  descended  estates  should  not  be  subject 
to  the  payment  of  the  debts.  It  must  be  admitted,  how- 
ever, that  in  MUnee  v.  SUUer,  Lord  Eldon  went  a  great 
length  in  favour  of  descended  estates ;  holding,  that  al- 
though upon  the  will  there  was  a  general  trust  for  pay- 
ment of  debts  out  of  the  real  estate,  yet  after-purchased 
lands  were  not  to  be  applied  in  ease  of  the  devised  estates 
in  payment  of  mortgage  debts.  Here,  however,  the  Court 
is  not  dealing  with  after-acquired  estate  in  the  same  sense 
as  in  Milnes  v.  Slater.  At  the  time  of  making  his  will  the 
testator  had  a  devisable  interest  in  the  estate  in  question, 
namely,  the  reversion  in  fee.  He  had  clearly  no  intention 
that  his  debts  should  be  paid  out  of  any  fund  not  including 
that  estate. 

This  view  of  the  case,  however,  is  not  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff,  because  he  has  an  ultimate  right  at  least  to  have 
the  descended  estate  marshalled  in  his  favour.    The  ori- 

(o)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  257.  (e)  8  Ves.  295. 

(6)  3  Yes  114.  (d)  3  Madd.  449. 
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1842.  ginal  bill  prays  for  an  account  of  all  the  estates  of  which 
the  testator  died  seised ;  the  decree  in  terms  operates  upon 
all  those  estates,  and  under  that  decree  the  specialty  cre- 
ditors have  been  paid.  [The  Vtce-ChanceUor. — ^Mnst  you 
not  shew  that  if  Mrs.  Marsh  had  not  died,  and,  between 
publication  passed  and  the  hearing  in  the  former  suit,  you 
had  discovered  descended  estates,  you  would  have  been 
entitled  without  more  to  have  those  estates  marshalled  as 
against  her  ?  It  is  not  alleged  in  the  former  bill  that  there 
were  descended  estates.]  It  was  alleged  that  Mrs.  Marsh 
was  heiress-at»law.  But  even  if  the  suit  had  not  been 
framed  with  a  view  to  marshalling,  the  C!onrt  would,  if 
necessary,  have  directed  the  estates  to  be  marshalled, 
without  compelling  the  plaintiff  to  file  a  supplemental  bill : 
Gibha  v.  Ovgier  (a). 

Mr.  SimpkiiMon  and  Mr.  William  Eagk,  for  the  defend- 
ant OUver. — ^The  cases  of  Milnes  y.  Slater  and  Manmng  v. 
Spoaner  are  not,  in  principle,  distinguishable  firom  each 
other.  In  both  a  trust  was  created  for  payment  of  the 
testator's  debts  out  of  particular  estates.  Now,  although 
a  mere  charge  of  debts  upon  devised  estates  will  not  ex- 
onerate the  descended  estates,  yet,  where  there  is  a  trost 
for  payment  of  debts,  the  C!ourt  will  throw  that  trust  on 
the  devised  estates  before  resort  is  made  to  the  descended 
estates. 

The  plaintiff,  however,  does  not  so  much  rely  upon  this 
point  as  upon  his  right  of  marshalling.  But  the  question 
is  whether  he  has  filed  a  bill  upon  which  the  Court  can 
grant  relief  by  marshalling  the  assets.  Where  a  bill  ap- 
pears upon  the  whole  to  be  framed  with  a  view  to  such  relief, 
the  mere  omission  of  it  in  the  prayer  may  be  immaterial. 
But  here  the  original  bill  was  not  so  firamed.  It  con- 
tained no  allegation  of  estates  having  descended,   and 

(a)  12  Ves.  413. 
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was  directed  almost  entirely  to  the  execution  of  the  1842. 
trusts  of  the  will  and  the  consequential  relief.  It  was 
moreoTer  filed  bj  a  simple  contract  creditor  and  specialty 
creditors  as  co-plaintiffs.  But  how  could  they  join  as  co- 
plaintiffs  in  a  suit  for  marshalling  the  assets?  Their 
interests  in  that  respect  would  be  so  completely  at  variance 
with  each  other,  that,  considering  the  bill  as  a  marshalling 
biU,  the  Court  would  dismiss  it  for  misjoinder  of  plaintiffs. 
Lastly,  this  bill,  which  is  called  a  supplemental  bill,  is 
filed  eighteen  years  after  the  accruer  of  the  defendant's 
title :  but  in  the  common  case  of  a  personal  demand,  and 
this  is  nothing  more,  a  bill  of  revivor  cannot  be  filed  after 
six  years. 

Mr.  Olwer,  for  the  defendant  Wood. 

Mr.  Ru8iett,  in  reply. 

The  Yice-Chancsllor. — In  this  cause  the  plaintiff  was  Jan.  au/. 
a  creditor  by  simple  contract  of  William  Cheney  Hart,  who 
died  in  the  year  1818.  He  was  not  a  trader;  and  except 
by  force  of  his  will,  his  simple  contract  debts  could  not 
affect  his  real  estates  farther  than  as  that  consequence 
may  be  produced  by  marshalling;  and  marshalling  is  a 
main  object  of  the  present  bill.  His  will  devised  all  his  real 
estates  to  G^eorgeWatkins  Marsh,  in  trust  to  sell  and  to  ap- 
ply the  produce  in  paying  the  testator's  debts.  At  the  date 
of  this  will,  it  is  admitted  that  he  was  seised  in  fee-simple 
in  possession  of  some  fireehold  property,  and  seised  as  ten- 
ant in  tail,  with  remainder  to  his  two  sisters  as  tenants 
in  common  in  tail,  with  cross  remainders  between  them 
in  tail,  with  remainder  to  himself  in  fee,  of  a  messuage  in 
Barker-street,  Shrewsbury,  in  which  his  deceased  elder 
brother,  whose  devisee  and  heir  he  was,  had  formerly  re- 
sided. This  messuage  the  will  of  the  testator  in  the  cause 
describes  and  treats,  as  if  it  had  been  part  of  the  estate  of 
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1842.  which  he  was  seised  in  fee-simple  in  possession.  It  is 
admitted,  that  after  the  date  of  his  will,  he  suffered  a 
recovery  of  the  messuage,  by  which  he  barred  the  estates 
tail,  and  acquired  the  fee-simple  of  it  in  possession,  and 
that  he  did  not  in  any  other  manner  revoke,  and  did  not 
republish  his  will,  which  was  proved  by  the  trustee,  one  of 
his  executors,  the  husband  of  his  only  surviving  sister  and 
heiress,  Mrs.  Marsh.  The  other  sister  is  admitted  to  have 
died  in  the  testator's  lifetime  without  issue. 

Though  the  messuage  formerly  entailed  then  descended 
on  Mrs.  Marsh,  not  affected  by  the  will,  this  view  of  the 
case  does  not  appear  to  have  suggested  itself  in  her  life* 
time. 

Soon  after  the  testator's  death,  certain  creditors  of  the 
testator,  by  specialty  and  simple  contract,  (including  Mr. 
Yickers,  the  sole  plaintiff  on  the  present  occasion),  filed  a 
creditors'  bill  against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marsh,  and  certain 
other  persons  claiming  interests  under  the  will.  The  plain- 
tiffs appear  to  have  considered  the  messuage  in  Barker- 
street  as  well  devised  by  the  will.  The  entail  and  reco- 
very are  not  noticed  by  them,  and  their  bill  treats  the 
messuage  as  part  of  the  estates  of  which  the  fee-simple  in 
possession  was  well  subjected  to  all  the  testator's  debts. 
The  same  view  of  the  case  appears  to  have  been  taken 
by  the  defendants  in  that  cause.  The  bill  was  answered, 
and  aft;erwards,  in  1821,  a  receiver  was  appointed  of  the 
testator's  estate — a  proceeding  which  certainly  was  in- 
tended to  include  the  messuage  in  Barker-street.  The 
cause  was  put  at  issue,  witnesses  were  examined,  and  the 
evidence  published;  in  which  state  of  the  cause,  aft;er  pub- 
lication, but  before  hearing,  Mrs.  Marsh,  in  the  year  1822, 
died. 

It  appears  to  have  been  supposed,  that  she  left  a  lady, 
named  Anne  Marsh,  her  daughter  and  heiress.  Anne  Marsh 
was  already  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  it  was  thought  right 
to  continue  the  proceedings,  without  any  bill  of  revivor  or 
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supplement,  and  the  proceedings  were  continued  accord-        1842. 

ingly.     A  decree  was  obtained  in  the  suit,  under  which  it 

is  admitted,  that  accounts  were  taken,  and  the  devised 

estates,  or  some  of  them,  were  sold.    But  it  does  not  ap-      O^^nrBa. 

pear,  and  there  is  no  reason  to  believe  that  the  creditors 

of  the  testator  have  been  fuUy  paid ;  or,  in  particular,  that 

the  present  plaintiff  has  been  paid. 

In  or  before  the  year  1828,  it  was  discovered,  that  Mrs. 
Marsh,  had,  in  truth,  died  without  issue;  and  that,  upon 
her  death,  the  present  defendant,  Mr.  Oliver,  became  her 
heir,  and  the  heir  of  the  testator.  Mr.  Oliver  was  re- 
quested to  execute,  and  did  execute  a  deed,  in  1828,  con- 
firming the  wiU,  but  not  intended  to  have  any  other 
effect  than  that  of  acknowledging  the  testator's  sanity, 
and  its  due  execution  and  attestation,  as  I  understand. 
At  what  time  it  was  first  discovered  that  the  will  did  not 
affect  the  messuage  in  Barker-street  does  not  appear. 
But,  in  the  year  1840,  the  present  bill  was  filed,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  the  benefit  of  the  former  suit,  and 
having  the  assets  marshalled  against  Mr.  Oliver,  and  so 
indirectly  subjecting  the  messuage  in  Barker-street  to  the 
testator's  simple  contract  debts.  The  bill  has  also  for  its 
object  to  obtain  the  benefit  for  the  testator's  creditors  of 
a  mortgage  term  on  this  same  property.  The  mortgage 
was  paid  off  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marsh,  as  it  is  alleged,  and 
probably  with  truth,  out  of  the  testator's  personal  estate. 
The  term  was  vested  in  the  late  Mr.  Wood,  of  whom  one 
of  the  defendants  is  the  personal  representative,  in  trust 
for  Mrs.  Marsh,  her  heirs  and  assigns. 

Mr.  Oliver's  defence  to  this  bill  it  is  the  province  of  the 
Court  now  to  consider.  This  defence  is  founded  on  length 
of  time,  and  the  statutes,  or  one  of  the  statutes,  of  limita- 
tions, and  seems  to  raise  two  questions:  first,  whether 
the  messuage  in  Barker-street,  was  by  the  original  suit 
effectually  brought  into  litigation,  so  as  to  have  been,  if 
Mrs.  Marsh  had  not  died,  and  that  suit  had  been  heard 
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1842.  and  efficiently  proceeded  with  against  her,  capable  of 
being  dealt  with  under  the  first  bill,  for  all  the  purposes  of 
creditors,  without  amendment  and  without  supplement; 
secondly,  whether,  if  it  was,  the  length  of  time  which 
elapsed  before  the  filing  of  the  present  bill,  bars  the  pre- 
sent plaintiflP's  remedy  against  Mr.  Oliver.  As  to  both 
points,  [  have  felt  some  doubt;  but  upon  reflection,  I  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  each  of  them  ought  to  be 
decided  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff. 

In  the  first  bill,  there  is  certainly,  to  borrow  an  expres- 
sion used  by  Lord  Eldon,  great  penury  of  allegation.  It 
suggests  however,  the  possibility  that  there  might  be  real 
estates  of  the  testator,  which  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Marsh  might, 
effectually  or  otherwise,  contend  not  to  have  passed  under 
his  will.  It  contains  interrogatories,  addressed  to  such  a 
state  of  things;  and  the  prayer,  in  terms,  extends  to  all 
the  freehold  estates  of  which  the  testator  was  seised  at  his 
death,  and  to  marshalling.  Had  the  answers  brought  for- 
ward the  true  case,  with  respect  to  the  messuage  in  Barker- 
street,  the  plaintiffs  might  have  amended;  but  no  such 
thing  was  done.  The  answers,  as  well  as  the  bill,  proceeded 
upon  the  notion  that  the  testator,  at  the  date  of  his  will, 
was  seised  in  fee-simple  in  possession  of  the  messuage  in 
Barker-street,  and  that  the  will  was  not  revoked ;  and  in 
this  state  of  the  record,  a  receiver  is  appointed  of  the 
estates,  the  cause  is  put  at  issue,  witnesses  exiamined,  and 
the  evidence  published.  Now,  though  I  do  not  forget  that 
Mrs.  Marsh  was  all  this  time  under  coverture,  yet,  I  can- 
not conceive,  that,  had  the  cause  been  brought  to  a  hear- 
ing in  her  lifetime,  and  had  the  true  state  of  the  title  to 
the  messuage  in  Barker-street  been  then  suggested  at  the 
bar,  or  had  it  then  been  suggested  at  the  bar,  that  there 
were  any  descended  fireehold  estates,  it  would  not  have  been 
competent  to  the  Court,  and  due  to  justice,  to  have  in- 
serted in  the  decree  such  directions  as  would  have  pro- 
duced a  report  from  the  Master,  shewing  what  descended 
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fireehold  estates  there  were;  upon  which  report^  and  upon        1842. 
further  directions,  it  would,  in  my  opinion,  have  been      ^    ^     " 
equally  competent  to  the  Court,  and  due  to  justice,  to  v. 

have  made  that  property  available  to  the  creditors,  whether 
directly  or  by  marshalling,  according  to  their  rights.  I 
think  that  such  a  course  of  proceeding  would  not  have 
been  contrary  to  any  rule  of  practice  or  pleading  existing 
in  this  Ciourt,  a  view  supported  by  the  case  in  12  Vesey  (a), 
before  Sir  William  Grant.  That  case  is  not,  it  is  true, 
precisely,  and  altogether,  in  point,  but  has  considerable 
analogy  to  the  present.  I  feel  myself  therefore  bound  to 
hold,  that  at  Mrs.  MarsVs  death,  the  property  was  in  litiga- 
tion at  the  suit  of  the  original  plaintiffs,  of  whom  the  pre- 
sent plaintiff,  a  simple  contract  creditor,  is  one.  He  has  not 
exempted  himself  from  the  charge  of  considerable  delay  in 
bringing  forward  the  present  claim.  The  long  lapse  of 
time  between  Mrs.  Marsh's  death,  in  1822,  and  the  insti- 
tution of  the  present  suit  in  1840,  is  not  satisfactorily  ac- 
counted for;  but,  on  the  whole,  as  I  have  said,  notwith- 
standing HoUingshead^s  case  (d),  and  others  of  that  kind, 
there  is  not,  I  think,  enough  to  warrant  the  Court  in  dis- 
missing the  bill,  wholly  or  partially.  I  must  consider  the 
order  for  a  receiver  made  in  Mrs.  Marsh's  lifetime  as  in- 
tended to  affect,  and  as  containing  words  sufficient  to  em- 
brace, the  messuage  in  Barker-street.  That  order  does 
not  appear  to  have  been  discharged  or  varied;  and  though 
there  is  not,  as  £Eur  as  I  am  aware,  any  evidence  that  the 
receiver  ever  took  possession  or  received  rent  of  this  pro- 
perty, it  is  admitted  that  Mr.  Oliver  neither  had  posses- 
sion nor  received  rent  of  it  before  the  year  1837,  when  he 
claimed  and  received  from  the  occupying  tenant  rent  for 
some  previous  years.  It  must  be  remembered  also,  that 
it  is  only  under  the  right  of  the  specialty  creditors,  that 
the  simple  contract  creditors  seek  to  affect  the  descended 

(a)  12  V«.  413.  (6)  1  P.  W.  742. 

VOL.  I.  Q  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  estate  by  standing  in  the  place  of  specialty  creditors  paid 
out  of  the  personal  estate.  The  amount  of  the  personal 
estate,  the  mode  and  time  of  its  application,  and  the 
amount  and  circumstances  of  the  specialty  debts,  are 
not  in  proof  upon  the  present  occasion;  but  there  does 
seem  reason  to  believe  that  the  testator's  personal  estate  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage  vested  in  Mr.  Wood. 

Upon  the  whole,  considering  all  the  special  circum- 
stances  of  the  case,  I  am  of  opinion,  entertaining  the  view 
which  I  do  of  the  nature  and  capabilities  of  the  first  suit, 
that  I  must  hold  the  present  plaintiff,  though  merely  a 
simple  contract  creditor,  not  precluded  by  length  of  time. 
I  must  therefore  give  him  the  usual  decree  against  Mr. 
Oliver,  including  a  direction  for  marshalling  as  to  the  de- 
scended estates,  and  the  benefit  of  the  former  proeeedings, 
so  far  as  they  took  place  in  Mrs.  Marsh's  lifetime.  So  far  as 
they  took  place  after  her  death,  they  are  ineffectual  against 
Mr.  Oliver;  but  I  will  give  the  Master  power,  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties  to  this  suit,  if  they  shall  so  con« 
sent,  to  adopt  any  of  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  Mrs. 
Marsh's  death. 

The  receiver  must  be  continued,  and  there  must  be  an 
inquiry  by  whom,  and  out  of  what  fund,  the  mortgage  now 
vested  in  Mr.  Wood  was  paid  off,  and  the  Master  must 
have  liberty  to  state  any  special  circumstances.  The  re- 
ference should  go  to  the  Master  in  the  original  cause.  I 
understand  it  to  be  admitted,  that  the  late  Mr.  Wood, 
the  trustee  of  the  mortgage  term,  was  assignee  of  Mr. 
Marsh's  estate  undar  his  insolvency,  and  has  been  suc- 
ceeded in  that  office  by  his  personal  representative,  the 
present  Mr.  Wood,  one  of  the  defendants* 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  judgment  the  counsel  for  Mr. 
Oliver  said,  that  they  would  consent  to  the  adoption  in  the 
present  suit  of  the  proceedings  in  the  original  suit,  which 
took  place  subsequent  to  Mrs.  Marsh's  death. 
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1842. 

Smith  v.  Bakeb.  Jan.  20th. 

JdT  an  indenture  dated  the  80th  March,  1815,  and  made  J-  s.,  under  the 

belief  that  he 

between  Elizabeth  Baker,  widow,  and  Thomas  Charles  Ba-  hadthefee-rim- 
ker,  described  as  only  son  and  heir-at-law  of  the  said  Eli-  .^jl^'to?  Ufe 
zabeth  Baker,  of  the  one  part,  and  Thomas  Martin  of  the  »*»r^  ™  ^ 

■■  mother,  con- 

other  part,  certain  lands  at  SitweU  and  Brightwell  in  the  TeyedaUhU 
oonnty  of  Berks  were,  in  consideration  of  a  snm  of  money  tees  for  the  be- 
expressed  to  have  been  advanced  by  Martin  to  Eliaabeth  ^^!^^^' 
Baker  and  Thomas  Chafes  Baker,  demised  to  Martin,  his  oonTeytnce 

contained  core* 

executors,  &c.,  for  a  term  of  500  years,  with  a  proviso  for  nants  for  title 
making  void  the  said  term,  on  payment  to  Martin,  his  l^oranoe.   i/ 


executors,  &c.,  by  Eliaabeth  Baker  and  Thomas  Charles  ^^^^^ 
Baker,  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  or  any  or  theconyeyanoe, 
either  of  them,  of  the  mortgage  money  and  interest  as  the  fee-simpie, 
therein  mentioned.  hef  JLXL 

This  mortgage  was  afterwards  assigned  to  the  plaintiff  iceiidedto  J.S. 

as  her  heir-at« 

Catherine  Smith,  by  an  indenture  dated  the  18th  April,  Uw  :—Hetd, 
1817,  to  which  Mrs.  Baker  and  her  son  were  parties.    On  ^  ntate  passed 
this  occasion,  and  from  time  to  time  afterwards,  ftffther  ^y  ****  ^^l?' 

'  '  ance,  yet  the 

advances  were  made  to  them  by  the  plaintiff,  and  on  the  transaction 
22nd  July,  1830,  they  executed  to  the  plaintiff  a  deed  of  contract  for 
farther  chai^  on  the  same  premises.    In  the  deed  of  as-  ^cest^'and 
signment  to  the  plaintiff,  the  mortgagors  were  described  that  J.  s.,  un- 

.       ,  .       ,  .    .      -  ,      ,  less  he  could 

m  the  same  maimer  as  m  the  ongiaal  mortgage-deed,  aud  set  aside  the 
the  proviso  for  redemption  was  similar.    In  both  deeds,  ^j,  was  hi 
the  mortgagors  covenanted  that  they,  or  one  of  them,  had  JJ^%I^"^Ji 
a  good  title  &c.  and  for  further  assurance.  into  execution. 

By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  and  assignment  dated 
respectively  the  21st  and  22nd  days  of  June,  1832,  the 
latter  deed  being  made  between  Thomas  Charles  Baker,  of 
the  first  part,  Isaac  King,  William  Toovey,  and  Holland 
ThcMnaa  Birkett  of  the  second  part,  and  several  other  per- 
sons, creditors  of  the  said  Thomas  Charles  Baker,  who 
should  execute  the  said  release,  of  the  third  part,  reciting 

q2 
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1842.  that  the  said  T.  C.  Baker  was  seised  in  fee-simple  of  a  mes- 
suage or  tenement,  farm,  lands,  and  hereditaments,  with 
their  appurtenances,  situate,  lying,  and  being  at  Sitwell  and 
Brightwell,  in  the  county  of  Berks,  subject  to  a  mortgage 
thereof  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  but  the  particular  amount 
of  such  mortgage  debt  could  not  be  then  ascertained  with 
any  certainty;  and  also  reciting  that  the  said  T.  C.Baker  was 
entitled  to  certain  other  property  therein  particularly  men- 
tioned, and  that  he  stood  indebted  to  the  said  Isaac  Eling, 
William  Toovey,  and  Holland  Thomas  Birkett,  and  divers 
other  persons,  and  being  unable  to  make  immediate  payment 
and  satisfaction  to  his  said  several  creditors,  had  agreed  to 
convey  the  said  messuage  or  tenement  and  premises  at  Sit- 
well  and  Brightwell  aforesaid,  and  also  to  assign  and  make 
over  his  other  property  therein  mentioned,  unto  the  said 
Eling,  Toovey,  and  Birkett,  their  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared, 
and  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  him  the  said  T.  C.  Ba- 
ker, and  in  full  payment,  satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the 
several  debts  due  to  them  respectively,  which  they,  the  seve- 
ral persons  parties  thereto  of  the  second  and  third  parts,  did 
thereby  agree  to  accept  and  take  in  full  of  their  said  debts, 
and  did  release  and  discharge  the  said  T.  C.  Baker  of  and 
from  the  said  several  debts :  It  was  witnessed,  that,  in  consi- 
deration of  the  premises,  &c.,  the  said  T.  C.  Baker  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  released  and  confirmed  unto  the  said  King, 
Toovey,  and  Birkett,  all  that,  &c.,  [describing  the  property 
at  Sitwell  and  Brightwell] ,  and  also  all  other  (^any)  themes- 
suages,  cottages,  lands,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  real 
estate  whatsoever  of  him  the  said  T.  C.  Baker,  whether  in 
possession,  reversion,  remainder,  or  expectancy,  and  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  use,  trust,  benefit,  property,  possession, 
inheritance,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever,  at  law  and  in 
equity,  of  him  the  said  T.  C.  Baker,  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  the 
said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  hold  the  same  (sub- 
ject to  the  said  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  Catherine  Smith 
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said)  tmto  the  said  Eing^  Toovey,  and  Birkett,  their  heirs  1842. 
and  assigns^  upon  trusty  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the  said  mes- 
suage and  hereditaments  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and 
to  stand  and  be  possessed  of  the  net  money  thence  arising, 
after  discharging  and  satisfying  the  mortgage  debt  affect- 
ing the  same,  and  also  after  deducting  the  costs  of  sale, 
upon  trust,  in  the  first  place  to  pay  and  discharge  the 
costs  of  preparing  the  release  &c.,  or  otherwise  incurred 
in  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  and,  after  paying  certain 
sums  therein  particularly  mentioned,  to  pay  the  net  resi- 
due of  the  monies  arising  by  the  ways  and  means  aforesaid, 
as  far  as  the  same  would  extend,  unto  and  among  the  said 
King,  Toovey,  and  Birkett,  and  all  the  other  creditors  of  the 
said  T.  C.  Baker,  who  should  execute  the  said  release  rate- 
ably  and  proportionally  according  to  the  amount  of  their 
respective  debts,  without  any  preference  or  priority,  and 
in  full  discharge  of  their  said  several  debts.  The  deed  con- 
tained an  assignment  of  personalty  upon  the  same  trusts. 
It  also  contained  an  express  covenant,  that  T.  C.  Baker, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof,  was  seised  of  an 
estate  in  fee-simple,  of  and  in  the  hereditaments  therein 
expressed  to  be  released,  and  had  in  himself  good  and  full 
power  to  release  and  convey  the  same,  subject'  to  such  mort- 
gage to  the  plaintiff  as  aforesaid,  and  also  to  assign  the 
personal  estate  thereinbefore  mentioned  to  be  assigned,  in 
manner  and  upon  the  trusts  thereinbefore  also  mentioned, 
and  that  all  and  singular  the  said  several  premises  should 
remain  and  be  to  the  uses,  upon  the  trusts,  and  for  the 
intents  and  purposes  aforesaid. 

This  deed  was  executed  by  Baker,  and  also  by  the  trus- 
tees and  several  other  creditors,  whose  debts  amounted  to 
£1670  and  upwards ;  and  the  creditors  subsequently  re- 
ceived a  dividend  of  lOtf.  in  the  pound  out  of  the  personal 
estate. 

In  April,  1834,  Mrs.  Baker  died,  after  which  the  plain- 
tiff filed  the  present  bill  against  Thomas  Charles  Baker, 
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1842.        and  against  King^  Toovey^  and  Birkett,  for  a  foreclosnro 
of  the  premises. 

The  defendant  Baker^  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he  had 
lately,  and  since  the  filing  of  the  bill,  discovered  that  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  indentures  of  June^  1832^ 
the  mortgaged  premises  were,  by  virtue  of  certain  settle- 
ments made  many  years  back,  vested  in  his  mother  in 
fee,  whereas  he  had  executed  those  indentures  under  the 
impression  that  his  mother  was  entitled  for  life  only,  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  the  fee-simple,  subject  to  her  life 
interest.  He  therefore  submitted,  whether  the  other  de- 
fendants took  any  interest  in  the  equity  of  redemption  of 
the  premises. 

Upon  the  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  before  Lord  Cot* 
tenham,  C,  his  Lordship  declared  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  a  decree  of  foreclosure,  and  he  referred  it  to 
the  Master  to  inquire  whether  the  defendants.  King, 
Toovey,  and  Birkett,  had  any  and  what  interest  in  the 
mortgaged  premises,  under  the  indentures  of  June,  1832. 
The  Master  reported,  that  the  effect  of  the  indentures 
of  June,  1882,  was  to  transfer  to  the  last-named  defend- 
ants all  the  interest  which  Thomas  Charles  Baker  then 
had  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  effectually  foreclose  the  mortgage  term  without 
barring  that  equity;  and  that  though  the  recital  in  the 
deed  of  release  of  the  22nd  June,  1882,  that  Thomas  Charles 
Baker  was  seised  in  fee»simple  of  the  premises  subject 
only  to  the  mortgage,  was  inaccurate,  yet  it  was  true  to 
this  extent,  that  he  had  then  in  him  the  equity  of  redemp- 
tion, or  an  interest  in  the  equity  of  redemption,  by  express 
contract  with  the  mortgagee. 

To  this  report  the  defendant  Baker  took  exceptions, 
on  the  ground  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
indentures  of  June,  1832,  he  had  no  interest  whatever 
in  the  premises,  and  that  consequently  no  interest  was 
conveyed  by  those  deeds  to  the  other  defendants.    He 
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then  set  oat  Tarioua  deecU  of  Aprils  1709,  Marob,  1800^        1842. 

and  March,  1802,  which  had  been  used  before  the  Master^ 

by  which  it  appeared  that  the  legal  estate  in  the  premiaea 

was  ontstanding  in  a  Mr.  Newton,  who  was  not  a  party  to 

the  mortgage  deed  of  1815,  or  any  subsequent  deed;  and 

he  submitted  that,  under  the  drcumstancea,  the  indenture 

of  release  of  June,  1882,  did  not  operate  against  him  by 

estoppel. 

Mr.  Kenjffm  Parker  and  Mr.  Gla8$e,  for  the  report. 

Mr.  Lee  and  Mr.  BandeU  for  the  exceptions. — ^The  Mas« 
ter  has  given  a  wrong  construction  to  the  instruments* 
Admitting,  for.  the  sake  of  argument,  that  they  might 
amoimt  to  a  contract,  he  has  treated  them  as  a  conveyance. 
\The  Vice^ Chancellor. --I  agree  with  you,  that  the  instru- 
ments gave  no  interest,  and  that  there  was  no  conveyance. 
The  question  ii,  however,  whether  the  deed  of  1832  was 
not  an  available  contract  of  charge  on  the  estate.]  At  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  tiiat  deed,  the  defendant  was 
under  a  misapprehension  of  his  rights.  Under  such  dr- 
cumstances  it  will  be  no  estoppel  to  him  in  equity, 
whatever  it  might  be  at  law  (a).  Besides,  when  he  exe*^ 
cuted  it,  he  had  a  mere  hope  of  succession,  a  mere  pos* 
sibility  of  succeeding  to  his  mother's  estate.  The  Court 
is  jealous  of  transactions  of  this  kind  with  heirs  appa- 
rent, and  it  has  been  laid  down  without  qualification  that 
a  mere  hope  of  succession  is  not  the  subject  of  con- 
tract.    [The  Vke-ChanceUor  mentioned  the  case  of  Beck^ 

(a)  In^Btfuley  v.  Burdon^  2  S.  v.  Bueknell,  2  B.  &  Ad.  278,  where 

&  S.  519,  it  waa  held  that  a  con-  the  conveyance  washy  lease  and  re- 

veyance  hy  lease  and  release  of  an  lease,  it  waa  held  that  there  was  no 

eatata  which  a  party  had  not  at  tha  estoppel ;  hnt  that  ease  ia  distin- 

time  of  the  conveyance  operated,  at  guishahle  in  its  drcumstancea  from 

law,  as  an  estoppel  to  him  and  his  the  former.    See  an  ahle  article  on 

assigns;  and  that  decision  was  af-  this  suhject  in  the  JuriH^  Yoli  5» 

firmed  hy  Lord  Eldoa.    In  Right  pp.  858, 1170. 
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1842.  ley  y.  Newland  (a).]  In  Carkton  v.  LeigfUon{b),  it  is 
laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  that  the  expectancy  of  an  heir 
presumptive  or  apparent  (the  fee-simple  being  in  the 
ancestor)  is  not  an  interest^  and  is  not  capable  of  being 
made  the  subject  of  assignment  or  contract.  Wright  v. 
Wriffht  (c).  The  Court  will  look  at  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  contract.  We  do  not  deny  that  King^  Toovey,  and 
Birkett  might  file  a  bill  to  enforce  the  covenant  for  fur- 
ther assurance,  but  the  question  now  is  whether  they  have 
any  and  what  interest.  [The  Vice»ChanceUar. — ^Mrs.  Baker 
IB  dead,  and  her  estate  has  descended  upon  her  son] .  Still 
the  right  of  the  other  defendants  rests  in  contract  only, 
and  must  be  carried  out  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  before 
it  can  be  turned  into  an  interest. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  upon  the  Vice-Chan^ 
cellar  referring  to  that  class  of  cases  where  a  man  who  has 
no.  title  sells  an  estate  and  upon  afterwards  acquiring  a 
title  IB  compelled  to  make  good  the  title  to  the  vendee, 
the  counsel  in  support  of  the  exceptions  cited  Noel  v. 
Bewley{d).  -       - 

In  answer  to  a  question  put  by  the  Court,  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  no  bill  had  been  filed  by  Baker  against  the 
other  defendants  to  set  aside  the  deeds  of  1832. 

Mr.  Parry,  for  the  other  defendants,  was  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

The  Yicb-Chancbllob. — ^The  plaintiff  being  mortgagee 
with  undoubted  priority,  filed  Ids  bill  agaiost  several  par- 
ties, each  claiming  an  interest  in  the  estate.  Of  these  de- 
fendants, one  denied  that  the  others  had  claims.  It  was 
therefore  necessary,  in  the  opinion  of  the  judge  who  heard 


(a)  2  P.  W.  182.  (c)  1  Vet.  ten.  411. 

(6)  3  Mer.  671.  (d)  3  Sim.  103. 
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the  caQBe^  in  order  to  do  justice  to  the  plaintiflF  and  defend-  1842. 
ants^  to  ascertain  first  whether  all  the  defendants  were 
interested  in  the  equity  of  redemption.  He  therefore  di- 
rected an  inquiry^  with  liberty  to  the  Master  to  state  spe- 
cial drcumstanoes.  That  made  the  defendants  actors  in  the 
Master's  office.  They  entered  into  the  controversy  accord- 
ingly, and  the  Master  has  found  that  some  of  the  defend- 
ants have  that  right  which  the  other  denied.  An  excep- 
tion has  been  taken  to  the  Master's  report,  and  the  excep- 
tion turns  on  this : — ^that  Baker,  who  contends  that  the 
otl\er  defendants  hare  no  right,  was,  when  he  executed  the 
conveyance  under  which  they  claim,  heir-apparent  only  of 
the  person  seised  in  fee  of  the  property,  and  not  having 
any  interest,  was  unable  to  convey  any  interest ;  and  it  is 
said  that  he  acted  under  an  erroneous  notion  of  his  title, 
that  &ct  being  evidenced  by  his  own  affidavit,  and  the  re- 
cital in  the  deed.  I  am  not  sure  that  the  affidavit  and 
deed  agree.  The  deed  describes  him  as  being  entitled  to 
the  fee-simple  in  possession :  the  affidavit  alludes  to  his 
mother  as  having  a  life  interest.  I  do  not  think,  however, 
that  this  variation  is  very  material.  He  has  dealt  with  the 
property  not  generally,  but  upon  a  specific  contract  for 
value,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  sold  the  specific 
estate.  He  holds  out  to  the  creditors,  not  his  property  ge- 
neraUy,  but  this  particular  property;  and  upon  the  ground 
of  the  property  specified  being  appropriated  to  pay  his 
debts,  he  is  released.  Therefore,  to  all  substantial  intents 
this  was  a  sale  by  him  of  the  property. 

It  may  be  that  he  did  not  know  what  his  interest  was  at 
the  time;  but  upon  the  mere  circumstances  which  appear 
here,  he  cannot  be  allowed  to  deprive  his  creditors  of  an 
estate  of  which  he  disposed  to  them  for  valuable  considera- 
tion. It  is  not  sufficient  for  him  to  say  that  he  then  had 
no  interest  in  it — ^that  he  acquired  subsequently  the  estate 
which  he  said  he  had,  and  which  he  may  or  may  not  have 
supposed  himself  to  have  had,  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
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of  the  deeds  of  1882.  Whether  the  Master  has  arrived  at 
the  conclusion  to  which  he  has  come,  and  which  I  think 
is  the  right  conclusion,  by  correct  steps,  I  do  not  say.  Per- 
haps I  may  differ  from  him  as  to  so  much  of  the  case,  and 
agree  so  far  with  the  argument  of  Mr.  Ltt.  But  I  see 
enough  to  satisfy  me  that  there  was  a  contract  for  Talucj  by 
deed,  for  the  sale  of  this  specific  estate  to  the  creditors;  and 
I  cannot  relieve  the  party  from  the  effect  of  that  contract*^ 
I  think,  however,  that  the  exceptions  were  in  some  de- 
gree justified.  I  shall,  therefore,  not  overrule  them,  and 
shall  allow  the  excepting  party  to  take  back  his  deposit. 

Take  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  plaintiff  for  principal,  interest^ 
and  costs  on  her  mortgage,  &c.  Declare  that,  by  virtue  of  the  indentures 
of  the  2l8t  and  22nd  June,  1832,  the  defendants,  King,  Toovey^and  Bir- 
ketty  have  an  equitable  interest  in  the  estate  in  question,  sutject  to  the 
plaintiff's  mortgage.  Declare  that  the  defendants,  King,  &c.,  are  entitled 
to  redeem  the  plaintiff,  and  in  case  they  shall  not  redeem  within  six 
months  from  ihe  date  of  this  decree,  then  the  defendant  Baker  to  be  at 
liberty  to  redeem  the  plaintiff.  And  on  the  application  of  the  defendants, 
declare,  that,  as  between  the  defendant  Baker  and  the  other  defendants, 
the  decree  shall  be  without  prejudice  to  any  bill  which  the  defendant  Ba- 
ker may  file  against  the  defendants  King,  &c.,  within  six  months  from 
the  date  of  this  decree. 


Jan,  20M.  EaDES  V.  HaSSIS. 

One  of  several  J  OHN  EADESj  who  Carried  on  an  extensiTe  business  as 
^^  Cviog  ^  brick-maker  in  Staffordshire,  having  died  leaving  a  very 
taken  Uie  bene-  obscure  will,  his  widow  and  children,  in  order  to  prevent 

fit  of  the  Insol-  '  '  ^ 

vent  Act,  joins  disputes  as  to  the  testator's  property,  executed  certain  in- 
wi4^o  others  dentures  of  lease  and  release  and  assignment,  whereby  all 
i^^*in'rbiii'  *^®  testator's  freehold,  copyhold,  and  customary  estates, 

to  carry  the 

trust  deed  into  eiecntlon ;  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent  being  a  defendant,  and  the  bill  alleging 

that  there  is  a  snrplos  coming  to  the  bisolvent  after  payment  of  all  his  debts.    This  is  not  a 

misjoinder  of  whidi  advantage  can  be  taken  at  the  bearing ;  and  temble  that  it  is  no  grouid  of 

demurrer. 

With  respect  to  the  effect  which  such  assignments  have  upon  the  suit,  there  is  no  distmction 
between  assignments  pefwleii/e  Hie  of  equitable  interests  by  plaintills,  and  similar  assignments 
by  defendants.  ^ 

Inquiry  directed  as  to  ddendants  being  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 


c/-:- .  jr/^ 
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and  all  his  stock  in  trade  and  personal  effects^  were  con- 
veyed and  assigned  to  three  persons  of  the  names  of  Pearce^ 
Harris^  and  Robinson  (who  executed  the  deed)^  their  heirs^ 
executors^  adroinistratorSj  and  assigns,  npon  trust  to  sell 
the  same,  and,  after  paying  the  testator's  debts,  to  invest 
the  produce  in  the  funds,  or  on  real  security,  and  pay 
the  dividends  and  interest  to  the  testator's  widow  for  her 
life,  and  after  her  death,  to  divide  the  property  among 
such  of  the  testator's  children  as  should  be  then  living,  and 
the  issue  of  such  as  should  be  dead.  Power  was  given  to 
the  trustees  to  permit  the  widow  to  carry  on  the  testator's 
business  for  the  support  of  such  of  the  children  as  might  be 
under  age. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  three  of  the  testator's  children, 
alle^ng  misapplication  of  the  trust^nds  by  the  trustees, 
and  praying  for  accounts  of  the  real  and  personal  estate, 
wheUier  sold  or  unsold  by  the  trustees,  and  that  the  rights 
of  the  parties  might  be  declared. 

The  plaintifPs  in  the  suit  were  Thomas  Eades,  the  eldest 
son  and  heir-at-law  of  the  testator,  John  Eades,  another 
son,  who  was  his  customary  heir,  and  George  Dalrymple, 
and  Elizabeth,  his  wife;  Elizabeth  being  a  daughter  of 
the  testator.  The  last  named  plaintiffs  were  out  of  the 
jurisdiction.  The  defendants  were  the  trustees,  the  widow, 
the  remaining  children  of  the  testator,  including  Sarah, 
the  wife  of  William  Bannister,  and  her  husband,  (who  were 
alleged  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction),  and  James  Higgs, 
the  assignee  of  Thomas  Eades  under  the  Insolvent  Act. 

The  bill  alleged,  that  the  real  and  personal  estate  of 
Thomas  Eades  had  been  conveyed  to  the  defendant  Higgs, 
upon  the  trusts  of  the  several  acts  of  Parliament  passed 
for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors,  imder  which  there  was 
a  resulting  trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  said  Thomas  Eades 
beyond  the  debts  thereby  secured,  which  debts  such  real 
and  personal  estate  were  more  than  sufficient  to  satisfy; 
and  that  this  would  appear  from  the  accounts  of  the  aa- 
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1842.  signee.  The  prayer  against  the  assignee  was,  that  he  might 
be  directed  to  pass  his  accounts  in  the  proper  courts  and 
pay  over  to  the  plaintiff,  Thomas  Eades,  the  surplus  of  his 
property,  after  payment  of  his  debts. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  on  either  side,  but  the 
answers  were  replied  to. 

On  behalf  of  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  it  was  ob- 
jected, partly  in  their  answers  and  partly  at  the  hearing : — 
1.  That  Thomas  Eades,  being  an  insolvent  debtor,  was 
not  competent  to  join  as  a  plaintiff,  although  Ids  assignee 
was  a  defendant.  2.  That  John  Eades  had,  since  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit,  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act,  and  that  his  assignee,  Thomas  Harris,  claimed 
his  share  in  the  premises.  8.  That  the  defendants.  Ban- 
nister and  wife,  who  had  put  in  no  answer,  were  not  proved 
to  be  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

Mr.  Cooper^  and  Mr.  Jeremy,  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^First, 
there  being  alleged  to  be  a  surplus  of  Thomas  Eades'  pro- 
perty, in  respect  of  which  the  bill  is  brought,  he  is  not  an 
improper  or  unnecessary  party;  but  even  if  he  were  an 
unnecessary  party  by  reason  of  want  of  interest,  the  objec- 
tion on  that  ground  would  not  be  available  at  the  hearing. 
Baffety  v.  King  (a).  Secondly,  though  it  is  alleged  by  the 
answers  of  the  trustees,  that  John  Eades  has  taken  the 
benefit  of  the  insolvent  act,  that  allegation  is  denied  by 
the  plaintiff,  John  Eades;  though  it  may  be  true  that  since 
the  institution  of  the  suit,  he  has  assigned  Ids'  interest. 
John  Eades,  ,therefore,  having  replied  to  the  answer,  is 
entitled  to  an  inquiry  on  that  point.  In  order  to  meet 
the  third  objection,  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  exhibit  an 
interrogatory. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  EomiUy,  for  the  defendants,  the  trns- 

(a)  1  Keeny601.  See  the  judgment  of  Alderson,  B,,  in  Davies  ▼• 
Qnarterman^  4  You.  U  C.  267. 
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tees. — ^The  defendants  are  willing  to  account^  but  desirous  1842. 
to  account  to  proper  parties.  Thomas  Eades  cannot  sue 
as  a  co-plaintiffy  notwithstanding  he  has  made  his  assignee 
a  defendant :  .Ko^ey.FotfirooAe  (a).  \TheVice'CkanceUor, — 
The  only  plaintiff  in  that  case  was  the  insolvent.]  Here, 
he  joins  with  other  parties  as  a  co-plaintiff,  but  that  will 
not  help  the  difficulty.  He  is,  to  say  the  least,  an  unneces- 
sary party.  King  of  Spain  y.  Machado  {b).  [The  Vice-Chan* 
ceUor. — ^In  Rhodes  v.  Warburton  (c),  there  was  a  superfluous 
plaintiff,  but  The  Yice-ChanceUor  held,  that  a  demurrer 
would  not  lie  on  that  ground.  The  party  was  not  a  stranger, 
but  had  an  interest.  That  case  went  before  Lord  Cotten^ 
ham;  the  same  objection  was  taken,  and  he  confirmed  the 
decision.]  Admitting  that  Thomas  Eades  might  sue  as  a 
co-plaintiff,  he  is  virtually  the  sole  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
John  Eades  having  assigned  his  interest  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors,  and  the  other  plaintiffs  being  out  of  the  juris- 
diction. Under  such  circumstances  it  is  submitted,  that 
the  defendants  ought  to  be  protected  by  having  the  as- 
signee of  John  before  the  Court;  more  especially  as  an- 
other suit  has  been  filed  against  them  by  the  testator's 
creditors.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — John's  assignment  is 
merely  that  of  an  equitable  interest  pendente  lite,']  It  is 
submitted,  that  there  is  a  distinction  in  this  respect  be- 
tween plaintiffs  and  defendants.  The  Court  will  not  allow 
a  defendant  to  stave  off  the  consequences  of  a  cause,  by 
assigning  from  time  to  time,  and  therefore  takes  no  notice 
of  his  assignment.  But  the  same  reason  does  not  apply  to 
plaintiffs.  There  are  other  cases,  as  that  of  the  marriage 
of  females,  in  which  the  same  acts  done  by  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  have  a  very  different  effect  on  the  suit. 

Mr.  Craig,  Mr.  Jervia,  and  Mr.  Law  appeared  for  other 
parties. 

(a)  8  Sim.  28.  (b)  4  Russ.  225.  (c)  6  Sim.  617. 
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1842.  The  Yicx-Chancsllok. — ^The  plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 

Dalrymple,  are  necessary  partiesj  having  plainly  a  right  to 
sne;  and  the  drcnmstance  that  they  are  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion is  not  material.  It  is  not  a  question  of  directing  or 
not  directing  security  for  costs.  They  are  properly  made 
plaintiffs.  They  happen  to  be  associated  with  Thomas 
and  John  Eades.  Thomas  had  an  interest  which  was 
drawn  out  of  him,  to  an  extent  but  not  wholly,  before  the 
institution  of  the  suit,  having  taken  the  benefit  of  the  In- 
solvent Debtors'  Act;  and  it  is  alleged  that  the  suit  must 
now  fail  because  he  is  joined  as  plaintiff.  It  appears  to 
me,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  bill,  the  presence 
of  his  assignee,  the  advanced  stage  of  the  cause,  and  the 
association  of  the  co-plaintiffs,  that  this  is  not  an  objection 
sufficient  to  prevent  the  Court  firom  making  a  decree. 
How  it  may  affect  the  question  of  costs  is  not  now  to  be 
decided.  That  is  matter  for  future  consideration.  As  to 
John  Eades,  he  appears  not  to  have  taken  the  benefit  of 
the  Insolvent  Act,  and  not  to  have  become  bankrupt;  but 
it  seems  that  after  the  suit  had  been  commenced  he  exe- 
cuted a  private  deed  of  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors.  I  have  looked  at  the  will,  and  the  deed ;  it  does 
not  appear  to  me  that  he  had  any  legal  interest :  and  I 
apprehend  that  the  circumstance  of  one  of  several  plain- 
tiffs executing  after  the  institution  of  the  suit  an  instru- 
ment which  merely  affects  that  plaintiff's  equitable  interest 
does  not  prevent  the  suit  firom  being  heard,  but  that  it 
may  be  heard  as  if  there  had  been  no  such  assignment; 
and  that  those  who  claim  under  it  must  take  such  course 
to  enforce  their  rights  as  they  may  be  advised. 

The  only  other  point  in  question  relates  to  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Bannister.  As  they  are  alleged  to  be  out  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion an  inquiry  must  be  directed  as  to  that  bet. 

His  Honor  then  directed  other  necessary  inquiries,  and 
accounts. 
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After  the  case  liad  been  disposed  of^  the  Vice-  ChaneeUor  1842. 
iaid  that  he  did  not  recdlect  the  difitinction  to  have  been 
before  taken  between  aasignmenta  j^eiMfen/e  Uie  of  equita- 
ble interests  by  defendantSj  and  similar  assignments  by 
phdntifis;  and  he  called  upon  the  counsel  before  the  bar 
to  mention  some  authority  on  the  subject.  The  cases  of 
SmaU  ▼»  Attwood  {a),  De  3fiackuritz  y.  Udney  (b),  and  Turner 
y.  Bobmson{c)f  were  then  mentioned  as  bearing  on  the 
point;  but  it  seemed  to  be  admitted  that  no  authority 
existed  for  the  distinction. 

(«)  1  Ymu  &  C.  39.        (6)  16  Yea.  466.        (e)  1  S.  &  S.  3. 


Mat  v.  Sxlbt.  January  23rd, 

John  BOSANQUET  POLHILL  by  his  will  devised  A  tnutee  may 

a  messuage,  called  Saint  Vincents,  with  the  appurtenances,  hisoo-truirtee' 

to  Walter  Barton  May  and  James  Selby,  and  their  heirs,  ^J^^f^ 

upon  trust  to  sell,  with  power  to  give  receipts,  &c.,  and  to  w|thoat  making 

place  out  the  money  arising  from  the  sale  in  government  trtutt  parties ; 

securities,  and  pay  the  dividends  to  the  testator's  wife,  tnut  is  under  a 

Elizabeth,  for  her  life;  and  after  her  death  to  pay,  assign,  g^J^fo^'^e 

and  transfer  the  trust  monies  unto  all  the  children  of  the  with  power  to 

testator,  who  should  be  living  at  his  decease,  in  equal  this  general ' 

shares;  but  if  there  should  be  no  such  children,  to  pay,  ig (^rroborate? 

assign,  and  transfer  such  trust  monies  imto  all  the  children  Jr  the  soth  of 

tne  Urders  of 

of  the  testator's  sister,  Sarah,  the  wife  of  William  Douth-  Augost,  1841. 

waate,  in  equal  shares.    And  the  testator  gave  power  to  those  Orders  is 

his  trustees  to  delay  the  sale,  in  case  his  wife  should  wish  ^^^^^ 

to  occupy  the  premises.  f  ^?*  ^«  ®V 

_  jection  IS  only 

The  testator  died  in  1825,  leaving  no  children;  but  there  taken  at  the 

were  four  infant  children  of  his  sister  Sarah  living  at  his  ^[^  ^  ^^ 


death,   two  of  whom,  who  were    daughters,  afterwards  fee*  rtai  i 

.    -  must  be  brought 

mamed.  by  the  plaintiff, 

on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  crediton  of  the  testator. 
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1842.^  In  1827,  the  property  was  put  up  to  auction,  bat  after- 

wards purchased  by  private  contract  by  a  Mr.  Schoones 
for  £3000.  Of  this  sum,  £2000  were  left  on  mortgage  of 
the  premises,  and  £500  were  paid  by  Schoones  to  Selby. 
The  remaining  sum  of  £500  was  paid  as  a  deposit  to  Brooks, 
the  auctioneer,  but  as  he  had  been  employed  on  the  responsi- 
bility of  the  widow,  and  against  the  advice  of  Selby,  an 
equivalent  was  paid  to  Selby  by  Schoones  out  of  some 
money  which  Schoones  owed  the  widow  for  furniture,  the 
widow  taking  the  risque  of  recovering  the  deposit.  Selby 
therefore  received  from  Schoones  £1000. 

In  1828,  Selby  died.  In  1829,  Brooks  became  a  bank- 
rupt, whereby  the  £500  deposit  was  lost.  And  in  1831, 
the  testator's  widow  married  Sir  William  Twisden,  having 
previously  by  a  settlement,  dated  the  22nd  March  of  that 
year,  assigned  all  her  property  to  May,  the  surviving  trus- 
tee under  the  testator's  will,  and  Greorge  Claridge,  in  trust 
for  her  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation. 

The  bill,  which  was  filed  by  May  against  the  heir  at  law 
and  the  personal  representative  of  Selby,  and  against  Sir 
WiUiam  and  Lady  Twisden,  and  Claridge,  after  stating  the 
foregoing  facts,  and  alleging  that  Selby  was  a  trader  within 
the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws,  prayed  that  the  plain- 
tiff, as  surviving  trustee  under  the  will,  might  be  paid  the 
sum  of  £1000  so  due  and  owing  by  Selby  out  of  his  estate, 
or  in  case  assets  were  not  admitted  for  that  purpose,  that 
the  usual  accounts  might  be  taken  of  his  personal  estate, 
and  if  necessary,  that  his  real  estate  might  be  sold,  &c. 
But  in  case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  Selby's 
estate  was  not  liable  to  pay  that  part  of  the  £1000  which 
arose  from  the  sale  of  the  furniture,  then,  that  such  part 
might  be  paid  by  Sir  William  Twisden,  or  out  of  the  sepa- 
rate estate  of  Lady  Twisden,  the  plaintiff  retaining  the 
dividends  of  her  estate  for  that  purpose;  and  that  the 
several  liabilities  of  all  parties  in  respect  of  the  £1000 
might  be  settled  and  declared. 
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The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing.  1842. 

The  case  haying  been  opened  for  the  plaintiff,  Mr.  Rus^ 
hU,  for  the  personal  representative  and  heir-at-law  of  Selby, 
objected  that  the  children  of  Mrs.  Donthwaite  ought  to 
have  been  made  parties  to  the  suit,  as  otherwise,  each  of 
them  might,  on  a  future  occasion,  file  a  bill  against  the 
defendants  whom  he  represented,  praying  the  same  relief 
as  was  prayed  by  this  bill.  He  also  contended,  that,  as  the 
bill  sought  relief  against  the  real  estate  of  Selby,  it  ought 
to  have  been  brought  by  the  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself 
and  all  other  the  creditors  of  Selby  (a). 

'Mi.Swanston  and  Mr.  Bazalgette^tor  the  plaintiff. — ^The 
statement  in  the  bill  of  the  names  of  the  children  of  Mrs. 
Donthwaite  is  mere  surplusage.  In  a  suit  by  one  account- 
ing party  against  another,  or  by  a  surviving  trustee  against 
the  representative  of  a  deceased  trustee  for  the  restoration 
of  the  trust  fund,  it  is  not  necessary  to  make  the  cestui  que 
irusts  parties :  Franco  v.  Franco  (6).  Independently  of  the 
principle  of  that  case,  the  frame  of  the  bill  is  sufficient  un- 
der the  90th  of  Lord  Coitenham's  Orders ;  and  at  all  events, 
as  the  objection  has  not  been  taken  by  the  answer,  the 
Court  may  deal  with  the  case  under  the  40th  of  those 
Orders.  Sir  William  and  Lady  Twisden  are  made  parties 
in  respect  of  the  auxiliary  relief  prayed  by  the  bill.  As  to 
l^e  heir-at-law  of  Selby,  it  may  be  conceded,  that  the  suit 
in  its  present  shape  cannot  be  sustained  against  him.  The 
plaintiff,  therefore,  is  willing  that  as  against  him  the  bill 
should  be  dismissed. 

Mr.  Heaihfield,  for  Sir  William  Twisden. 

(a)  See  Johnton  y.  Compton^  4  (&)  3  Yes.  75.    See  Dan.  Ch. 

Sim.  47.  Pr.  Vol.  I.  p.  313. 

VOL.  I.  a  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  Mr.  Shebbeare,  for  the  defendant,  Lady  Twisden. 

Mr.  VreeUng,  for  the  defendant,  Claridge. 

Mr.  Russell,  in  reply,  contended  that  in  Franco  v. 
Franco  the  contract  was  special,  and  gave  a  right  to  one 
trustee  to  proceed  personally  against  the  other,  without 
joining  the  cestui  que  trusts.  But  admitting  that  the  bill 
in  that  case  was  sustainable  on  the  general  ground  con- 
tended for,  here  the  object  of  the  bill  was  not  merely  to 
obtain  possession  of  the  trust  fund,  inasmuch  as  the  prayer 
extended  to  a  declaration  of  the  liabilities  of  the  parties. 

The  Vice-Chancellok. — The  case  of  Franco  v.  Franco 
decided  that  where  one  trustee  had  concurred  with  another 
in  a  breach  of  trust  committed  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter, 
under  a  contract  between  them  that  the  latter  should  in- 
demnify the  former,  a  bill  might  be  filed  by  the  trustee 
who  concurred  against  his  co-trustee,  without  the  presence 
of  the  cestui  que  trusts ;  yet  no  man  can  deny  that  the 
defendant  in  that  case  was  liable  to  another  sidt  at  their 
instance.  Having  regard  to  that  decision,  and  considering 
the  object  to  which  this  suit  is  admitted  at  the  bar  by  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  to  be  now  limited,  considering  also 
the  orders  of  Lord  Cottenham  to  which  reference  has  been 
made,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  suit  may  go  on.  But  the 
bill  must  be  dismissed  as  against  the  heir-at-law  of  Selby, 
with  costs,  by  consent  of  the  plaintiff;  and  it  must  be  en- 
tered in  the  decree  that  the  plaintiff  waives  all  personal 
demand  against  Sir  William  Twisden,  and  also  aU  demand 
against  the  estate  of  Selby,  except  for  sums  actually  re- 
ceived by  him.  And  then  let  the  plaintiff  take  the  usual 
creditors'  decree  against  the  personal  estate  of  Selby. 

Mr.  Heathfield  then,  on  the  part  of  his  client  Sir  William 
Twisden,  submitted  that  the  suit  should  be  dismissed  as 
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against  bim,  aa  be  had  admitted  nothing,  and  nothing  had        1842. 
been  proved  against  him. 

Thi  Yics-Chancbllob. — His  present  position  is  the 
remit  of  having  married  a  lady  having  separate  estate. 
She  baa  a  right  to  condnct  the  snit  relating  to  her  separate 
estate  as  she  may  think  fit ;  and  being  her  husband  be 
must  remain  before  the  Court. 


John  and  Edward  Mason^  Plaintiffs;  and  Geosoe  Jan. 23rd. 

FsANKLiN  and  Thomas  Cleave^  Defendants. 

X  HE  bin  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  defendants,  A  bill  brouglit 
devisees  in  trust  for  sale  under  the  will  of  Edmund  Collins^  for  t£  specific 
for  the  specific  performance  of  a  contract  by  the  latter  to  ^'iHj^l^^t  to 
sell  the  plaintiffs  lot  6  of  a  property  situate   at  New  3^ribcd*i"the 
Windsor,  near  the  river  Thames,  which  had  been  sold  by  particnian  of 
auction  in  lots,  and  of  which  lots  1,  2,  and  5  had  been  by  Uie  yendon 
purchased  by  the  plaintiffs.    The  complaint  was,  that  al-  (.^Jtl^  kJ""*"^ 
though  a  certain  piece  of  land  was,  according  to  the  printed  their  answer) 
particulars  of  sale  included  in  lot  5,  yet  the  defendants  rangement,  to 
refused  to  execute  to  the  plaintiffs  a  conveyance  which  tlff^was  a  par^*» 
included  that  piece  of  land.  JTdeSlib!^," 

The  defendants  by  their  answer  stated,  that  by  an  ar-  was  dedncted 

■^  '  ''  from  that  lot 

rangement  made  publicly  at  the  sale,  at  which  the  plaintiff  and  added  to 
John  Mason  and  a  Mr.  Seeker,  who  then  acted  as  his  soli-  {^^^  thrpi^n-' 
citor,  w«re  present,  it  was  settled  expressly,  and  in  a  man-  ^*^^  Sm^and 
ner  which  John  Mason  must  have  perfectly  understood,  putting  in  iasne 

this  ayennenty 

that  the  piece  of  land  in  question  should  belong  to  and  be  was  bound  to 
included  in  lot  4,  subject  to  a  right  of  way  leading  to  ^|^i^^of^^~ 
lot  5;  that  this  alteration  was,  with  the  consent  of  all  b.  defendants  to 

the  suit. 

parties  present,  and  particularly  Seeker,  noted  in  writing 
on  the  plan  of  the  premises  which  was  exhibited  at  the 

r2 
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1842.        auction;  and  that  the  plan  so  altered  was  publicly  re- 
ferred to  by  the  auctioneer  in  selling  the  lots. 

The  defendants  then  stated^  that  under  the  circum- 
stances before  mentioned  the  lots  were  sold  in  succession ; 
that  John  Mason  was  declared  the  purchaser  of  lots  1 

and  2,  and  a  Mr. = —  the  purchaser  of  lot  8 ;  that, 

immediately  after  the  sale  of  lot  8,  lot  4  was  put  up  for 
sale,  and  that  after  a  competition  between  John  Mason 
and  Messrs.  William  and  James  Jennings,  the  latter  were 
the  highest  bidders  for  and  became  the  purchasers  of  that 
lot.  The  defendants  then  averred,  that  the  Jennings' 
purchased  upon  the  faith  of  the  printed  particulars,  and  of 
the  alterations  so  made  in  the  plan,  and  paid  their  deposit 
and  signed  the  usual  purchase  agreement; ''  and  they  claim 
the  full  benefit  of  their  said  purchase,  and  insist  upon 
having  the  said  piece  of  ground  included  in  their  purchase, 
and  conveyed  to  them  subject  to  the  right  of  way,''  &c. 

The  defendants  proceeded  to  state  that,  after  the  sale  of 
lot  4,  lot  5  was  put  up  for  sale,  and  the  plaintiff  John  Mason 
was  the  highest  bidder  and  declared  the  purchaser  thereof, 
on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  other  plaintiff.  And  the  de- 
fendants admitted  that,  after  the  sale,  the  plaintiff  John 
Mason,  acting  for  himself  and  the  other  plaintiff,  paid  his 
deposit  and  signed  a  memorandum  in  writing  of  the  sale, 
which  was  endorsed  on  the  printed  particulars ;  that  the 
auctioneer  also  signed  this  memorandum  as  agent  for  the 
defendants,  but  that  he  inadvertently  omitted  to  write 
upon  it  any  note  or  remark  as  to  what  passed  at  the  sale 
relative  to  the  piece  of  land  in  question. 

It  was  not  stated  in  the  answer,  nor  did  it  in  any  man- 
ner appear,  whether  the  contract  with  Messrs.  Jennings 
was  signed  before  the  contract  with  the  plaintiffs. 

This  answer  having  been  put  in,  the  plaintiffs  amended 
their  biU  by  putting  in  issue  the  facts  alleged  by  the  an- 
swer, but  without  making  Messrs.  Jennings  defendants. 
This  omission  was  noticed  in  a  general  manner,  but  not  in 


CABE8   IN   CHANCBBT.  241 

the  shape  of  a  formal  objection^  in  the  answer  to  the        1842. 
amended  bill.  Masow^ 

On  the  cause  coining  on  for  hearing.  ^    •* 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  WrigU,  for  the  defendants^  ob- 
jected to  the  omission  of  W.  and  J.  Jennings  as  defendants 
to  the  suit. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  plaintiffs,  cited  Mole 
Y.  Smith  (a),  Tasker  y.  SnuM  (A),  BnAJFood  y.  White  (c); 
and  contended  that  if  the  Jennings'  had  been  made  de- 
fendants, they  might  have  demurred  to  the  bill.  That, 
though  the  Jennings'  might  claim  an  interest  in  lot  5, 
and  even  a  better  title  thereto  than  the  plaintiffs,  yet  as 
there  was  no  privity  of  contract  between  them  and  the 
plaintiffs,  the  latter  had  no  equity  against  them. 

Thb  Yice-Chancbllor. — I  think  that  the  general  rule 
is  as  has  been  stated — that  you  cannot  raise  a  question  of 
adverse  collateral  facts  on  a  bill  for  specific  performance. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  rule  applies  to  a  case  circum- 
stanced like  the  present,  which  is  the  case  of  a  bill  brought 
by  purchasers  at  an  auction  for  the  specific  performance 
of  an  agreement  entered  into  with  the  vendors,  who  are 
trustees  for  sale,  to  purchase  a  certain  let  called  lot  5, 
according  to  a  certain  alleged  description  of  its  contents. 
The  defence  is,  that,  by  reason  of  an  arrangement  which 
took  place  at  the  sale,  a  piece  of  land  which  is  the  subject 
in  dispute,  and  which  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  as  belong- 
ing to  their  lot,  was  attributed  to  the  lot  sold  immediately 
before  that  lot,  namely  lot  4;  and  therefore,  that  they 
the  defendants  entered  into  a  contract  for  sale  of  the  fourth 
lot,  as  altered  by  this  addition,  to  Jennings.  It  is  con- 
tended for  the  plaintiffs,  that  the  purchasers  of  the  5th  lot 

(a)  Jac.  490.    (6)  6  Sim.  625 ;  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  63.    (c)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  460. 
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1842.  have  a  right  to  file  a  bill  for  Bpedfic  performanoe  against 
the  present  defendants  alone,  leaving  them  exposed  to  ano- 
ther suit  by  Jennings.  I  think  it  would  be  improper,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  to  leave  them  so  exposed. 
Admitting  the  general  rule,  I  do  not  think  it  applies  to  this 
description  of  case.  I  may,  however,  say,  that  having  re- 
gard to  this  defence,  and  to  the  case  which  a  plaintiff  in  a 
bill  for  specific  performance  is  bound  to  make  out  imless  the 
evidence  for  the  defendant  wholly  fails,  it  would  be  a  strong 
thing  to  dismiss  the  bill  under  such  circumstances.  The 
plaintiffs,  therefore,  must  have  liberty  to  amend  by  adding 
parties. 

Mr.  Anderdon,  for  the  defendants,  then  asked  for  the 
costs  of  the  day,  observing  that  in  7?itf  Attomey-Oeneral  v. 
HUl  (a)  the  Court  gave  such  costs,  though  the  objection 
was  not  taken  by  the  answer.  Here  the  objection  was  not 
taken  in  precise  terms,  but  it  was  noticed  by  the  answer. 

The  VicB-CHANCELix)a  said  he  would  assume  that  the 
objection  was  taken  by  the  answer  in  the  strongest  and 
most  pointed  manner.  He  nevertheless  thought  that  this 
was  a  case  in  which  such  costs  should  be  reserved  (b). 

,  Mr.  Hoyd  then  applied  for  liberty  to  add  allegations 
applicable  to  the  case  of  the  proposed  new  parties  being 
brought  before  the  Court,  observing  that  this  was  not 
included  in  the  liberty  granted  to  amend  by  adding  par- 
ties (c). 

The  Vice-Chancellob  acceded  to  the  application. 

(a)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  247.  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer.     Craw- 

(6)  See  4  Y.  &  C.  18.  forth  ▼.  Holder,  in  Excheq.  Jan. 

(c)  The  practice  wai  otherwise      1840. 
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Between  The  Eev.  William  Oliver,  Clerk,  Plaintiff;  and     26/X*27a 
James  Latham,  Isaac  Aston  and  Others,  and  John  ^_ 

Foster  and  Others,  Defendants. 

i5lLL  by  the  plaintiff,  as  perpetual  cnrale  of  the  parish  On  a  boi  filed 
and  parish  church  of  Barlaston,  in  the  county  of  Stafford,  c^rs^^^^ 
against  the  defendants,  as  occupiers  within  that  parish,  ^^^^' 
claiming  by  endowment,  prescription,  usage,  or  some  other  W  and  oer. 

tain  imall 

lawful  ways  and  means,  to  be  entitled  to  the  tithes  of  hay,  tithes,  it  an- 
luiHt,  calves,  and  agistment  within  the  parish,  and  praying  aUefronT^ 
an  account  and  satisfaction  of  those  tithes.  evidence  that, 

prenona  to  the 

The  defendant  Isaac  Aston,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  year  I715,  the 
he  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  glebe  land  within  the  ceiTed  the^  ^' 
parish,  but  that  no  tithe  had  ever  been  demanded  of  him  ^^on^ofthe 
of  the  produce  of  such  glebe,  and  that  he  did  not  conceive  ^i  impropria- 

,  ,  ,,      ,.  .,      ,         ,   .      .«•  tor;but,itwaa 

that  he  was  bound  by  his  agreement  with  the  plaintiff  to  proved,  that 
pay  tithes ;  and  he  submitted  that  whatever  might  be  the  ^2|^  j^^  y^^^ 
phiintiff's  title  to  other  tithes,  he  had  no  claim  against  the  Sn*t1S2rfJij?' 
defendant  for  tithes  of  the  glebe.  tithes,  or  aoom- 

pensation  for 

The  general  defence  of  all  the  defendants,  with  such  tithes,  and  that 
variations  only  as  applied  exclusively  or  more  particularly  ^^^on  haS 
to  their  respective  occupations,  was  in  substance  as  fol-  ever  bwn  de- 

'^  *^  manded  by,  or 

lows  : —  paid  to  the  im- 

That   the   plaintiff,    whose    title   as  licensed   curate,  j^£r%u!t*^ 
though  not  as  perpetual  curate,  the  defendants  admitted,  S^'^JJ^JJ". 
was  not,  as  such  curate,  entitled  to  the  tithes  prayed  for  by  biished,  but  is- 

sues  were  di* 

the  bill;  and  that  whatever  tithes  had  been  paid  in  kind  or  rected  to  try 

the  existence  of 
certain  mo- 
doses,  set  up  by  the  defendants. 
To  a  bill  for  the  tithes  of  haj  within  a  certain  parish,  it  was  averred  by  the  answer,  that 
there  is  within  the  said  parish  a  piece  ofland  called  D.,and  that  bv  a  good  and  laudable  custom, 
observed  within  the  said  parish,  firom  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary, 
the  said  piece  of  land  called  D.  hath  been,  and  is,  and  of  right  ooght  to  be  ezgoyed  by  the  im- 
propriate rector  of  the  said  parish,  or  other  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  tithes  of  hay  of 
certain  lands  within  the  said  parish,  in  lieu  and  fbll  satiBiaction  of  and  for  the  tithes  of  hay  of 
foch  last-mentioned  lands  i^Heldt  that  this  modus  was  well  pleaded  as  a  custom  within 
the  parish,  and  that  the  ezpressiont  **  or  other  owner,"  did  not  render  it  bad  for  uncertainty. 

In  a  suit,  by  a  vicar  or  perpetual  curate,  against  occupiers  for  tithes,  the  evidence  of  a  land- 
owner within  the  same  parish  is  not  admissible  on  behalf  of  the  defendants. 
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1842.        compounded  for  to  the  plaintiff^  did  not  belong  to  him  as 
perpetual  curate  of  Barlaston,  and  ought  not  to  have  been 
set  out  and  rendered  to  him^  except  as  thereinafter  men- 
tioned.   That  the  impropriate  rector  of  Barlaston  was  for- 
merljj  and  down  to  a  period  long  subsequent  to  the  general 
dissolution  of  monasteries^  owner  of^  and  entitled  to^  and  in 
the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  all  the  glebe  lands,  and  all 
the  tithes,  both  great  and  small,  belonging  to  the  parish 
church  of  Barlaston.    That  no  deed  or  instrument  was  in 
existence,  by  which  the  impropriate  rector  had  given  the 
same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  curate  of  the  said  parish, 
or  endowed  him  with  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof;  and 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  such  endowment, 
deed,  or  instrument  ever  existed.    That  all  such  glebe 
lands  and  tithes  still  of  right  belonged  to  the  impropriate 
rector  of  the  said  parish.    That  the  curate  of  the  said 
parish  had  been  for  many  years  past  in  the  possession  or 
enjoyment  of  certain  glebe  lands  and  also  certain  tithes,  or 
moduses,  or  compositions  in  lieu  of  tithes  belonging  to  the 
said  parish  church;  but  that  such  possession  or  enjoyment 
had  been  by  the  sufferance  only  of  the  impropriate  rector 
of  the  said  parish. 

With  respect  to  hay,  the  defendants  admitted  that  tithes 
of  hay  in  kind,  or  compositions  to  the  full  value  thereof, 
had  been  paid,  and  were  payable  of  certain  lands  within 
the  parish,  and  that  certain  moduses,  or  customary  pay- 
ments in  money  had  been  paid,  and  were  payable,  in  lieu 
of  the  tithes  of  hay  of  certain  other  lands  within  the  parish. 
These  formed  two  classes  of  land.  They  then  averred,  ''that 
within  the  said  parish,  there  is  a  certain  piece  of  land, 
called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Dustilow  Dole,  containing 
&c.,  and  that  by  a  good  and  laudable  custom,  observed 
within  the  said  parish,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of 
man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  the  said  piece  of  land,  called 
Dustilow  Dole,  hath  been,  and  is,  and  of  right  ought  to 
be  enjoyed  by  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  said  parish,  or 
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other  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  tithes  of  hay  of  1842. 
certain  other  lands  within  the  said  parish^  in  lien  and  full 
satisfaction  of  and  for  the  tithes  of  hay  of  such  last-men- 
tioned lands.''  These  formed  a  third  dass.  As  to  a  fonrth 
class  of  lands  within  the  parish,  they  set  up  a  similar  modus, 
by  the  enjoyment  by  the  impropriate  rector  or  other  owner, 
ftc.j  of  a  meadow  in  the  parish  called  Priest's  Meadow. 

The  several  classes  of  lands  were  separately  scheduled; 
and  it  was  admitted  that  the  curate  had  been  for  many  years, 
though  by  sufferance  only  of  the  impropriate  rector,  in 
the  enjoyment  of  the  several  tithes  and  moduses  payable 
in  respect  of  the  scheduled  lands,  including  the  possession 
and  enjoyment  of  Dustilow  Dole  and  Priest's  Meadow. 

In  the  map  attached  to  the  answers,  the  first  class  of 
lands  was  not  coloured,  the  second  dass  coloured  brown, 
the  third  yellow,  and  the  fourth  red. 

As  to  the  tithes  of  milk  and  calves,  the  defendants  set  up 
the  following  modus : — **  That  every  occupier  of  land  with- 
in the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  having  or  keeping 
a  milch  cow  or  cows  upon  his  lands,  hath,  and  of  right 
ought  at  Easter,  in  each  year,  or  so  soon  after  as  demanded, 
to  pay  to  the  impropriate  rector  of  the  said  parish,  or 
other  owner  for  the  time  being  of  the  tithes  of  milk  and 
calves  of  the  said  parish,  the  sum  of  \\d.  for  every  cow 
yielding  milk  or  calf  so  kept  by  him  upon  his  said  lands 
within  the  year,  when  the  number  of  cows  kept  by  him 
was  less  than  ten  within  the  year,  and  the  sum  of  2d.  for 
every  such  cow  so  kept  by  him  upon  his  said  lands,  when 
the  number  equalled  or  exceeded  ten  within  the  year." 

As  to  agistment,  the  defendants  set  up,  in  similar  terms, 
a  modus  of  \d.  for  each  barren  and  unprofitable  cow  kept 
within  the  lands  of  the  occupier  within  the  year. 

The  defendants  submitted  by  their  answer,  that  the  im- 
propriate rector,  the  Duke  of  Sutherland,  ought  to  be  a  party 
to  the  suit;  but  this  objection  was  waived  at  the  hearing. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
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1842.  The  documentary  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  consisted  of 

the  decree,  dated  the  7th  January,  1889,  and  proceedings  in 
a  cause  of  '^  Oliver  v.  Addetlej"  in  which  the  plaintiff  filed 
his  bill  against  other  occupiers  in  the  parish  for  the  tithes 
of  hay,  and  various  small  tithes,  and  obtained  a  decree  for  an 
account  of  the  tithes  of  hay,  milk,  calves,  wool,  lambs,  pigs, 
geese  and  agistment  (a). — ^The  nominations  of  the  follow- 
ing  persons  to  the  perpetual  curacy  of  Barlaston :  viz., 
John  Lovat,  August  22nd,  1760,  by  Francis,  Earl  Gower; 
Benjamin  Adams,  (on  the  death  of  Lovat),  July  22nd,  1792, 
by  the  Marquis  of  Stafford;  and  the  plaintiff,  (on  the  death 
of  Adams),  March  1st,  1834,  by  Gteorge  Ghranville,  Duke  of 
Sutherland. — ^A  terrier,  dated  1616,  signed  by  the  mini- 
ster, churchwardens,  and  other  parishioners,  which,  after 
enumerating  the  ''vicarage''  buildings  and  glebe  lands, 
stated  as  follows : — "  Item,  all  the  tythes  usual  and  ac- 
customed within  the  parish/' — ^A  terrier  of  1682. 

The  parol  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  was  very  slight;  but 
the  depositions  of  witnesses  in  ''  Oliver  v.  Adderley,"  re- 
lating to  the  perception  of  several  species  of  tithes  com- 
prised in  that  suit,  were  read.  Upon  the  plaintiff's  counsel 
tendering  in  evidence  depositions  as  to  the  perception  of 
the  tithes  of  pigs,  geese,  &c. — 

The  defendants'  counsel  objected  to  the  admission  of 
this  evidence,  on  the  ground  that  such  tithes  were  not 
prayed  for  by  the  bill. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  observed,  that  the  defendants, 
by  their  answer,  alleged  that  the  impropriator  was  entitied 
to  all  the  tithes. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor  admitted  the  evidence. 

The  defendants'  documentary  evidence  consisted  of  the 
(a)  In  this  suit  the  plaintiff's  title  was  not  put  in  issue. 
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EodeBiastical  Survey,  (to  shew  that  the  Prior  of  Trentham        1842. 
was  entitled  to  the  rectory  and  chapehy  of  Barlaston,  and       q^^^vbr 
the  tithes  belonging  to  both ;  the  latter  induding,  nomna-  «. 

iim,  the  tithes  of  wool,  lamb,  grass,  hay,  and  white  tithes) . — 
A  lease  of  the  priory,  26  Henry  8. — ^Minister's  acoonnts,  on 
the  suppression  of  the  monasteries,  (27  &  28  Hen.  8). — 
Ghrant  of  80th  Hen.  8,  of  the  priory  and  rectory  of  Tren- 
tham, with  the  tithes,  &c.,  to  Charles  Brandon,  Duke  of 
Suffolk. — Conyeyances  from  him  in  the  same  year  to  Pope 
and  wife;  and  from  them  in  81st  Hen.  8,  to  James  Leve- 
son,  the  ancestor  of  the  Duke  of  Sutherland. — ^Various  in- 
dentures of  settlement,  chirographs  of  fines,  ftc.,  firom 
8  Jac.  1,  to  1711,  (to  shew  that  the  tithes  of  Barlaston 
remained  in  the  Leyeson  family,  and  were  the  subject  of 
settlement,  and  could  not  have  been  granted  away). — ^Act 
of  Parliament,  1711,  comprising  all  the  estates  and  tithes. 
Exemplification  of  recovery,  1711,  of  the  estates  of  Tren- 
tham and  Barlaston,  with  the  advowson,  tithes,  &c. — 
Rentals,  from  1606  to  1702,  (to  shew  that  rent  was  paid  to 
the  Leresons  for  the  tithes  of  Barlaston,  such  rent  being 
always  of  the  same  amount,  40f .,  and  the  same  as  originally 
reserved  in  the  priory  lease;  and  no  rent  expressed  to  be 
paid  by  the  curate). — ^Terriers,  beginning  with  a  terrier  of 
1676,  in  which  mention  is  first  made  of  Priesf  s  Meadow 
and  Dustilow  Dole*— the  former  being  described  as  ''one 
little  meadow,  called  Priesfs  Meadow,  which  fireeth  twelve 
acres  in  the  parish  paying  tithe  hay.'^ — ^Terriers,  1682, 
1685, 1698,  of  the  vicarage  and  glebe  lands  of  Barlaston, 
including  Dustilow  and  the  Priesfs  Meadow. — Terrier, 
1696,  of  the  buildings,  lands,  tithes,  dues,  and  other  profits 
belonging  to  the  curate  of  Barlaston,  describing  certain 
parts  of  the  parish  as  paying  tithe  hay  in  kind,  and  others 
as  exempted  by  Priest's  Meadow  and  Dustilow  Dole, 
"for  which,''  viz.  Dustilow  Dole,  "the  incumbent  re- 
ceives 13s.  4d"  This  terrier  mentioned  agistment  tithe,  as 
due  firom  out-parishioners,  customary  payments  for  seve- 


248  CASES   IN   CHANCE&T. 

ral  small  tithes,  and  moduses  for  calves.  Signed  by  Bassett, 
the  curate,  and  churchwardens,  &c.— Terrier,  1701,  much 
to  the  same  effect  as  the  preceding,  and  signed  by  the 
same  curate,  but  containing  a  protest  by  the  curate  against 
the  exemption  by  Dustilow  Dole,  and  the  modus  of  18«.  4d. 
To  this  terrier  was  subjoined  a  note,  (which  was  repeated 
nearly  in  the  same  terms  in  the  two  subsequent  terriers), 
in  these  terms: — ''All  which  aforesaid  houses,  lands, 
tithes,  and  dues  belong  to  the  incumbent  when  he  is  no- 
minated, and  the  said  profits  are  given  to  him  by  the 
patron  of  our  church,  who  is  the  worshipful  Sir  John  Lere- 
son  Gk)wer,  of  Trentham,  Bart/' — ^Terrier,  1705,  in  which 
the  same  curate  contradicts  his  former  protest,  and  states 
the  18«.  4€f.  modus  to  be  correct,  and  that  Dustilow  Dole 
itself  never  belonged  to  the  incumbent. — ^Terriers,  1711 
and  1714,  signed  by  the  same  curate,  in  which  Dustilow 
Dole  is  itself  treated  as  the  modus. — ^Terrier,  1828,  signed 
by  Adams,  the  curate,  in  which  the  modus  of  18«.  4d,  is 
again  mentioned. 

The  terriers,  commencing  with  that  of  1698,  mentioned 
that  there  was  due  to  the  incumbent,  what  the  hiw  allows  for 
beasts  and  sheep  laid  within  the  parish.  Mention  was 
also  made  in  some  of  the  terriers  of  moduses  for  calves, 
but  the  statements  on  this  point  were  inconsistent. 

The  defendants  produced  the  parol  evidence  of  several 
witnesses  with  a  view  to  prove  the  moduses;  but  the  pay- 
ments were  invariably  shewn  to  have  been  made  to  the 
incumbent.  In  support  of  the  moduses  the  defendants 
proposed  to  read  the  evidence  of  John  Aston,  a  land-owner 
within  the  parish.  This  witness  was  not  a  defendant  to 
the  present  suit,  but  had  been  a  defendant  in  ''  OUver  v. 
Adderley'\    The  evidence,  however,  was  rejected. 

The  cause  then  proceeded  on  the  merits. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  WUHam  Eagle,  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
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The  proceedings  and  decree  in  ''  Oliver  v.  Adderley/'  are  1842. 
evidence  of  the  plaintiff's  title  as  perpetual  curate;  his  right 
to  sue  in  that  character  having  been  admitted  by  the  de- 
fendants in  that  suit.  Now^  the  right  of  a  perpetual  curate 
to  tithes,  arises  only  by  endowment  or  usage.  Where  you 
rely  on  endowment,  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce  the 
original  instrument  of  endowment;  you  may  produce  other 
documents.  Now  here,  we  rely  on  the  terrier  of  1616, 
which  gives  the  plaintiff  all  the  accustomed  tithes  within 
the  parish.  The  fiulure  or  omission  to  prove  perception  of 
the  tithes  of  every  individual  article  is  immaterial.  Proof 
of  perception  of  the  tithes  of  some  articles  will  give  the 
right  to  the  tithes  of  the  whole  class,  where  no  other  party 
has  dealt  with  the  tithes  of  that  class :  Kemiicott  v.  fVai^ 
son  (a) ;  Cunl^er.  Taylor  (b);  Manby  v.  Lodge  (c);  By  am  v. 
Booth  (d) ;  WUUanuon  v.  JTiampson  (e).  We  prove  percep- 
tion of  the  tithes  of  hay,  and  of  geese,  eggs,  and  pigs ; 
and  there  has  been  no  payment  of  those  tithes  to  any  other 
person. 

If  the  plaintiff's  case  be  considered  to  rest  on  usage,  his 
title,  like  that  of  a  vicar,  may  be  established  by  proof  of 
modem  usage:  Jackson  v.  Walker  {f);  Parsons  v.  BeU- 
himy  ig).  In  the  case  of  a  vicar,  the  usage  of  a  very  few 
years  is  sufficient  to  support  a  presumption  of  endowment; 
and  though  it  is  usual,  where  a  party  claims  by  prescrip- 
tion or  usage,  to  prove  his  possession  by  the  evidence  of 
old  witnesses,  yet  here  the  defendants  themselves,  by  their 
mode  of  pleading,  have  precluded  the  necessity  of  going 
into  such  eridence. 

As  to  the  moduses,  the  pleading  is  ill  in  several  particu- 
lars.   Here,  the  averment  that  the  tithes  are  payable  to 

(a)  2  Price,  250;  2  E.&Y.  690.  (e)  9  Price,  186;  3  £.  &  Y. 

\h)  2  Price,  329;  3  E.  & Y. 743.  1046. 

(<?)  9  Price,  231 ;  3  E.  &  Y.  (/)  3  Gwffl.  1231;  3  E.  &  Y. 

1052.  1302. 

{d)  2  Price,  231 ;  3  E.  &  Y.716.  (jg)  4  Price,  190 ;  3  E.&  Y.  832. 
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1842.  tiie  impropriate  redxiT} ''  or  other  owner  for  the  time  be* 
ing  of  the  tithes/'  is  so  framed^  in  order  to  avoid  conced- 
ing to  the  plaintiff  the  title  to  the  tithes.  But  the  general 
rule  of  law  is,  that  the  party  pleading  the  modns  admits 
the  title  of  the  party  to  whom  the  modus  is  alleged  to  be 
payable;  therefore,  this  averment  is  wrong.  [7%e  P%e« 
Chancellor. — ^What  authority  have  you  for  tiiat  general 
proposition  ?]  7%e  case  de  Mode  Decimandi  (a) ;  fFMekhn 
V.  Harvey  {b).  [The  Vice^ChanceUor.—l  do  not  think  those 
cases  support  the  proposition.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say, 
that  the  proposition  applies  even  to  a  plaintiff  setting  up 
a  modus ;  it  certainly,  I  think,  does  not  apply  to  a  defend* 
ant  pleading  a  modus.  Can  you  go  the  length  of  contend- 
ing, that,  if  a  vicar  sues  an  occupier,  and  the  occupier 
claims  a  modus,  but  is  disposed  to  dispute  the  vicar's  en- 
dowment, he  is  precluded  from  so  doing?]  We  will  search 
for  other  authorities  on  the  point  (c).  Another  instance 
of  bad  pleading  is  that  as  to  the  possession  of  Dustilow 
Dole,  which  is  pleaded  as  a  custom,  with  a  view  to  let  in 
evidence  of  reputation ;  whereas  it  is  a  mere  private  right. 

Mr.  Boteler,  Mr.  Sin^hkisony  Mr.  Lowndes,  and  Mr.JS.P. 
Smith,  for  the  defendants. — ^The  documentary  eridence,  par* 
ticulariy  that  of  the  rentals  and  terriers,  shews  most  dis- 
tinctiy  that  the  title  to  the  tithes  at  the  time  of  the  dates  of 
those  documents  was  in  the  ancestors  of  the  Duke  oi  Suther- 
land, as  impropriate  rectors  of  the  parish,  and  that  the  curate 
only  received  the  tithes  by  permission  of  the  impropriator. 
Any  presumption,  therefore,  of  endowment  which  might 
otherwise  arise  is  at  an  end.  The  plaintiff,  however,  files 
his  bill  in  the  character  of  perpetual  curate ;  and  therefore 
as  one  in  whose  &vour  the  law  will  make  no  presumption  of 

(a)  13  Rep.  37;  1  E.  &  Y.  183.  1248;  and  CarU  v.  BaU,  3  Atk. 

(()  GwiU.  950;  2  £.  &  Y.  60.  496;  2  £.  &  Y.  103,  were  men- 

{e)  On  the  following  day.  Tram  tioned. 
v.  Oxtim^  GwiU.  1066;  3  £.  &  Y. 
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tide  whatsoever.  He  is  not  like  a  rector  or  a  vicar,  for, 
by  tbe  statute  of  Hen.  4,  an  impropriator  was  bound  to 
endow  a  vicar.  The  origin  of  perpetual  curacies  was  this: 
by  the  rtat.  4  Hen*  4,  c.  12,  it  was  enacted,  that  in  every 
diurch  approinriated  there  should  be  a  secular  person  or- 
dained vicar  perpetual,  canonically  instituted  and  inducted, 
and  convenably  endowed  by  the  discretion  of  the  ordinary. 
But»  to  follow  the  words  of  Bum,  in  his  Ecclesiastical 
Law,  "  If  the  benefice  was  given  ad  menaenn  manachorum, 
and  so  not  appropriated  in  the  common  form,  but  granted 
by  way  of  unicm  pleno  Jure,  in  that  case  it  was  served 
by  a  temporary  curate  belonging  to  their  own  house,  and 
sent  out  as  occasion  required.  The  like  liberty  of  not 
appointing  a  perpetual  vicar  was  sometimes  granted  by 
dispensation,  in  benefices  not  annexed  to  their  tables,  in 
consideration  of  the  poverty  of  thchouse  or  the  nearness 
of  the  church.  But  when  such  appropriations,  together 
with  the  charge  of  providing  for  the  cure,  were  transferred 
(after  the  dissolution  of  the  religious  houses)  firom  spiritual 
societies  to  single  lay  persons,  who  were  not  capable  of 
serving  them  by  themselves,  and  who,  by  consequence, 
were  obliged  to  nominate  some  particular  person  to  the 
ordinary  for  his  license  to  serve  the  cure,  the  curates  by 
tUs  melms  became  so  for  perpetual  as  not  to  be  whoUy  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  impropriator,  nor  removable  but  by  due 
revocation  of  the  license  of  the  ordinary''  (a).  AU,  there- 
fore, that  was  required  was,  that  the  impropriator  should 
i^point  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  the  office  of  curate — ^not 
a  word  about  stip^id,  salary,  or  other  payment,  the  whde 
being  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  rector.  And  it  is  so 
laid  down  in  Bomey  v.  Lee  (d).  It  is,  therefore,  clear 
that  a  curate  such  as  the  plaintiff  asserts  himself  to  be  can 
have  no  right  whatever,  unless  he  can  shew  that  he  has  &n 
endowment.   It  is  even  extremely  doubtful  whether  a  party 

(a)  Biirn.  £cc1.  Law,  Vol.  2,  p.  55.  {h)  1  Vern.  247. 
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1842.  80  circumstanced  can  receiye^  by  way  of  endowment^  inde« 
pendent  of  statute^  any  payment  so  as  to  vest  the  same  in 
him  and  his  successors.  We  have  already  proved  that  the 
curate  in  this  case  is  appointed  and  removable  at  the  will 
and  pleasure  of  the  impropriate  rector,  unless  duly  licensed. 
It  ia,  therefore,  clear  that  he  can  take  nothii^;  in  the  shape 
of  legal  interest,  which  would  go  to  his  successors.  In- 
deed, before  the  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  no  such  perpetual  curate 
could  have  had  the  tithes  here  claimed ;  for,  by  the  7th 
section  of  that  act  it  is  enacted,  that,  in  certain  cases,  lands 
and  tithes  may  be  vested  in  perpetual  curates  and  their 
successors.  Without  denying  that  the  curate  of  Barlaston 
might  have  been  endowed  under  17  Car.  2,  c.  8,  it  is  suffi- 
cient to  shew  that  no  such  endowment  has  been  proved. 
The  endowment  could  not  have  been  before  the  date  of 
that  act,  which  was  passed  in  1666 ;  but  the  endowment 
insisted  on  by  the  plaintiff  is  by  virtue  of  the  terrier  of 
1616,  a  date  prior  by  fifty  years  to  the  statute  first  giving 
any  power  for  such  endowment.  Moreover,  although  such 
a  terrier  may  be  evidence  of  a  custom,  and  be  adduced  to 
shew  an  endowment,  yet  it  cannot  be  held  in  itself  to  have 
created  an  endowment. 

Mr.  SpencBj  in  reply,  was  directed  to  confine  his  argu- 
ment to  the  question,  whether  and  to  what  extent  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  tithe  of  hay,  and  whether  he 
was  entitled  to  the  other  tithes  without  issues  as  to  the 
moduses.  He  then  contended,  that  it  was  clear  that  the 
curate  for  the  time  being  had  had  the  tithe  of  hay  or  a 
composition  for  such  tithe  for  many  years,  and  that  such 
perception  was  a  proof  of  endowment :  Dent  v.  Rob  (a). 
He  further  urged  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Survey  of  Hen.  8, 
which  had  been  put  in  by  the  defendants  themselves, 
shewed  that  the  tithe  of  hay  was  then  paid;  and  that  the 

(a)  1  Y.&C.1. 
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alleged  substitutioii  of  Dustilow  Dole  and  Priests  Meadow  1842. 
for  the  tithe  of  hay  on  certain  lands  oonld  not  have  taken 
place  consistently  with  all  the  lands  having  been  the  sub- 
ject of  settlement.  He  also  commented  on  the  variance 
between  the  agistment  modus  as  laid  and  the  statements 
in  the  temers  on  that  subject. 

By  consent  the  bill  was  dismissed  without  costs  as  to 
the  claim  for  the  tithes  of  the  glebe  lands. 

The  Vicx-Chancellob. — ^This  is  a  case  of  eonsiderable 
complication,  but  the  Court  has  received  so  much  valuable 
assistance  from  the  bar  and  has  had  so  many  opportunities 
of  inspecting  the  documentary  evidence  as  it  was  presented, 
that  I  do  not  feel  it  necessary  to  delay  the  statement  of  my 
opinion  as  at  present  formed. 

The  only  tithes  in  question  in  this  cause  are  the  tithes  of 
hay,  milk,  calves,  and  agistment.  A  modus  is  set  up  with 
respect  to  all,  except  with  respect  to  a  portion  of  the  land 
not  coloured  in  the  map,  in  respect  of  which  hay  is  sought. 
The  title  of  the  vicar  is  also  denied.  I  have  already  stated 
my  opinion  to  be,  and  I  repeat  it,  that  the  denying  of 
the  vicar's  title,  and  the  laying  of  the  moduses  as  they 
are  laid,  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  pleading,  is  a 
course  of  proceeding  competent  to  the  defendants.  First 
pf  all,  with  regard  to  the  vicar's  title,  which  is  a  matter  for 
consideration  entirely  distinct  from  the  question  of  the 
moduses.  This  rectory  has  been  in  lay  hands  from  the 
time  of  Henry  the  8th.  There  is  no  vicarage;  the  eccle- 
siastical functions  are  performed  by  a  perpetual  curate, 
and  I  have  no  doubt  that  for  more  than  two  centuries  past 
the  term  perpetual  curate  has  been  a  term  legally  and  pro- 
perly applied  to  the  incumbent  for  the  time  being.  It 
appears  established  by  the  evidence,  that,  for  considerably 
more  than  a  century  at  least,  no  tithe  of  either  of  the  de- 
scriptions sought  by  this  bill,  nor  any  compensation  or 

VOL.  I.  s  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.        payment  in  respect  of  either  of  those  descriptions  of  tithes, 
"^^  '    ^     has  ever  been  received  or  has  ever  been  demanded  by  the 
V.  impropriate  rector,  that  impropriate  rector  being  a  myman, 

resident  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood — a  fact  not  un- 
important in  a  case  of  the  present  description.  Upon  the 
issue  joined  between  the  parties^  it  is  manifest  that  for 
more  than  a  century  past,  whatever  compensation  has  been 
paid  in  respect  of  the  tithes  in  question,  it  has  been  paid  to 
the  curate  or  enjoyed  by  him,  and  that,  as  I  have  ahready 
said,  in  the  immediate  neighbourhood— and  it  may  be 
ahnost  said  under  the  personal  observation  of  the  lay 
rector  and  his  agents.  Now,  the  perpetual  curate  of  this 
parish  for  the  time  being  has  been  a  corporation  sole  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  and  holding  property  of  this  de« 
scription  for  certainly  more  than  a  century  past :  during 
what  length  of  time  such  a  corporation  has  existed  it  is 
needless  for  the  present  purpose  to  inquire,  but  for  more 
than  a  century  past  undoubtedly  there  has  been  such  a 
corporation  in  the  parish,  now  represented  by  the  present 
plaintiff. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  enjcqrment  of  the  tithes 
having  been  such  as  I  have  stated,  I  find,  upon  examina- 
tion and  consideration  of  the  evidence,  that  it  is  impossible 
to  entertain  any  very  serious  doubt  that,  as  between  the 
present  plaintiff  and  the  present  defendants,  the  title  must 
be  considered  as  established.  It  is  said  against  it,  and  in 
favour  of  the  title  of  the  impropriate  rector,  who  has  never 
brought  forward  his  own  title,  that  the  title  is  only  per- 
missive  and  at  the  will  and  pleasure  of  the  impropriate 
rector  for  the  time  being.  At  what  period  the  title  to  the 
tithes  in  question  was  divested  firom  the  impropriate  rec- 
tor, or  by  endowment  or  otherwise  was  vested  in  the  per- 
petual curate,  does  not  appear.  There  is  some  obscurity  in 
the  earlier  evidence,  of  which  there  are  portions  not  unft- 
vourable  to  the  view  of  the  case  taken  by  the  defendants 
to  which  I  have  just  idluded;  but  the  very  latest  portion 
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of  evidence  on  that  subject,  in  point  of  time,  is  earlier  than  1842. 
the  year  1715,  from  which  period  to  the  present  there  is 
no  trace  in  the  evidence  of  any  act  or  claim  on  the  part  of 
the  impropriate  rector,  or  of  any  act  of  concession  or  admis- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  curate,  which  would  lead  to  the 
inference  that  the  curate  enjoyed  this  property  otherwise 
than  in  his  own  right.  Whether  the  terrier  of  1714 
amounted  to  an  admission  that  the  title  was  permissive  I 
will  not  say,  but  whether  it  did  or  not,  the  perpetual  curate 
who  signed  that  terrier  died,  as  it  is  admitted,  more  than 
a  century  ago,  and  since  that  time  there  have  been  three 
or  four  incumbencies. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  I  think  that  I 
should  be  departing  from  the  general  principle  by  which 
this  and  all  other  courts  are  guided  in  cases  of  long  enjoy- 
ment, and  should  be  doing  injustice  to  the  plaintifP  in  the 
present  case,  if  I  were  not  to  hold  that  for  the  purposes  of 
this  suit  his  title  to  the  tithes  that  he  asks  is  sufficiently 
established. 

The  mode  of  perception  is  another  question.  The  ques- 
tion of  the  hay  tithe  divides  itself  into  three  branches, 
which  may  be  represented  by  the  land  not  coloured,  the 
land  coloured  yellow,  and  the  land  coloured  red.  If  I  am 
right  in  the  opinion  which  I  have  stated  on  the  first  branch 
of  the  case,  there  is  no  effectual  defence  as  to  the  land  un- 
coloured,  because  it  is  admitted  that  tithes  in  kind  are 
payable  to  some  person  in  respect  of  that  land ;  and  I  have 
already  stated  that,  in  my  opinion,  the  curate  is  that  per- 
son; and  therefore,  so  far  as  the  land  coloured  white 
goes,  that  is,  so  far  as  any  land  occupied  by  any  of  these 
defendants  extends,  other  than  what  is  coloured  yellow  or 
red,  there  must  be  a  decree  for  hay  tithe  in  kind,  that  is,  com- 
pensation for  the  fiill  value  so  far  as  it  has  not  been  paid. 

With  respect  to  the  land  coloured  yellow  and  coloured 
red  the  evidence  is  not  clear  and  satisfactory,  but  having 
regard  to  the  terriers,  especially  to  that  which  has  been 

s2 
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1842.  admitted  by  successive  curates  upon  this  particular  subject^ 
I  do  not  think  that  such  a  case  is  made  on  the  part  of  the 
curate  as  against  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants, as  should  induce  me  to  decide  without  further  inves- 
tigation. In  respect  of  this,  I  think  that  there  is  a  case 
demanding  further  inquiry. 

There  must,  therefore,  be  an  issue  with  respect  to  the 
alleged  satisfaction  for  the  lands  coloured  yellow,  by  means 
of  the  piece  of  land  called  Dustilow  Dole,  in  the  language 
of  the  answer,  except  that  it  must  not  be  stated  to  be  made 
or  rendered  to  the  impropriate  reetor  or  other  person  en- 
titled for  the  time  being,'but  to  the  rector  or  other  person 
entitled.  In  other  respects  I  think  it  will  do,  taking  care 
to  specify  the  land  in  the  third  schedule,  and*to  specify 
the  land  in  Dustilow  Dole  with  the  abuttals  which  the 
answer  gives,  and  taking  care  to  layjt  as  a  prescription 
firom  time  immemorial,  binding  the  defendants  strictly  to 
what  they  allege  by  their  answer. 

The  same  observations  will  apply  mutatis  mutandis  to 
Priest's  Meadow,  which  will  be  the  second  issue.  With 
respect  to  the  cow  and  calf  modus,  I  have  felt  the  difficulty 
suggested  as  to  the  question  of  milk;  but  considering  that 
there  is  no  trace  whatever  that  the  tithe  of  ^milk  has  ever 
been  paid,  and  considering  the  extent  of  evidence  with 
regard  to  the  l^d.  and  the  2d.  for  the  productive  cows,  on 
which  I  purposely  abstain  from  sajdng  more  because  I  send 
it  to  an  issue,  and  the  total  absence  of  payment  of  any 
milk  tithes  in  kind,  or  in  any  other  shape  than  this  pay- 
ment od^d.  and  2d.,  if  it  covers  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
an  issue  ought  to  go  also  in  the  language  of  the  answer 
with  regard  to  calves  and  milk,  stating  it  precisely  as  the 
answer  has  stated  it.  The  answer,  I  think,  includes  the 
number  of  10,  as  well  as  what  is  ab6ve  and  below  10. 
It  must  go  in  the  language  of  the  answer.  My  original 
impression  was,  that  a  similar  issue  should  go  as  to  the 
barren  cows,  but  at  that  time  my  attention  had,  not  been 
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pointedly  called,  indeed  had  not  been  called  at  all,  to  the  1842. 
general  statement  in  the  terriers  of  what  non-parishioners 
were  to  pay,  coupled  with  the  particular  language  of  the 
terriers  and  the  particular  position  in  those  terriers  in 
which  this  payment  of  Id,  for  a  barren  cow  is  stated. 
That  circumstance,  coupled  with  the  slight  or  rather  no 
evidence  of  reputation  on  the  subject,  and  coupled  with 
the  little  evidence  which  there  is  of  payment  of  that  1^., 
induces  me  to  think  that  I  ought  not  to  direct  an  issue 
as  to  that.  Therefore,  I  shaU  direct  an  account  of  the 
agistment  tithe  generally.  The  issues,  therefore,  will  be 
three;  and  in  directing  those  issues  I  shall  direct  it  to 
be  admitted  before  the  jury  that  if  hay  tithes  are  pay- 
able in  ^  kind  for  the  yellow  land  and  the  red  land,  or 
either  of  them,  that  they  are  payable  to  the  curate.  I 
shaU  direct  that  to  be  specifically  admitted  to  the  jury ; 
and  it  must  be  specifically  admitted  to  the  jury  also, 
though  that,  perhaps,  is  not  necessary  or  less  necessary, 
that  if  tithes  in  kind  are  payable  for  milk  and  calves, 
they  are  payable  also  to  the  curate.  It  is  less  necessary 
as  to  the  cows  and  calves  than  with  regard  to  the  hay.  I 
shall  also  direct  that,  saving  all  just  exceptions,  all  the  docu- 
mentary evidence  that  has  been  laid  before  me  shall  be  laid 
before  the  jury.  I  shall  make  it  a  positive  direction,  that 
aU  the  documentary  evidence  before  me  shall  be  laid  before 
the  jury  by  the  respective  parties  who  have  laid  it  before 
me,  saving  just  exceptions ;  so*  that  if  any  document  not 
in  its  nature  evidence,  has  inadvertently  or  otherwise  been 
admitted  here,  it  may  not  be  admitted  at  law  merely 
because  it  has  been  read  here.  Then,  of  course,  there  will 
be  the  usual  direction  as  to  deceased  witnesses.  The  biU 
as  to  the  glebe  land  occupied  by  the  plaintiff^s  tenant  must 
be  dismissed  without  costs;  and  the  executors,  by  their 
consent,  must  be  ordered  to  pay  the  £27,  or  whatever  the 
amount  is,  and  thereupon  the  bill  must  be  dismissed 
against  them  without  costs.    Then,  as  between  the  plaintiff 
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1842.  and  the  other  defendants^  an  account  of  the  hay  tithe 
must  be  taken  as  to  the  hmd  not  colouredj  care  being 
taken  to  provide  for  the  case  that  something  may  have 
been  received.  Then  an  account  generally  of  agistment  as 
against  those  defendants  who  have  admitted  agistment. 

The  question  of  costs  I  reserve,  because  I  think  it  wpuld 
be  harassing  both  parties  now  to  determine  it. 

In  all  probability  the  plaintiff  will,  as  usual,  have  all  the 
costs  in  respect  of  those  portions  of  the  suit,  which  may 
possibly  be  the  whole,  in  which  he  shall  be  found  to  be 
right,  and  which  I  do  not  now  give  him  because  it  will 
be  convenient  to  dispose  of  the  whole  costs  together. 
Either  party  may  have  a  special  jury,  but  I  wish  it  to 
be  understood  that  it  will  be  more  satis&ctory  to  me,  if 
I  am  ever  to  hear^of  this  case  again,  that  it  should  be  tried 
by  a  special  jury.  If  I  were  to  direct  it,  it  might  raise  a 
difficulty  as  to  a  tales,  as  was  the  case  at  Gloucester:  I 
would  rather  not  direct  it,  but  raider  leave  it  to  the  par- 
ties. I  think  that  this  is  a  case  which  ought  to  be  tried 
by  a  special  jury. 


Feb.  18M.  Abbey  t;.  Fetch. 

A  bui  hafing  1  HE  bill  was  tied  against  the  defendant  as  the  sole  exe- 
^t^SiSt*  OTtrix  of  Bobert  Fetch,  a  solicitor,  who  died  in  1889, 
hii  wu^rfo?  pvayiiig  <^  account  of  all  dealings  and  transactions  between 
an  ■oooont  of    the  defendant's  testator  and  the  plaintiff,  as  attorney  and 

•U  dealiDgfl  and  ^  '  ^ 

transactioDa  be- 
tween the  plaintiir  and  the  testator,  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  action  bronght  by  the 
defendant  against  the  plaintiff  to  recover  j^3000  for  money  lent  to  him  by  the  testator,  the 
plaintiff  after  answer  obtained  an  order  for  an  i^jimotion  npon  the  terms  of  paying  the  money 
into  Coort.  Notwithstanding  this  order,  however,  the  defendant,  under  particnlar  dream- 
stances,  went  to  trial  and  obtained  a  verdict  for  the  £3000,  opon  the  same  evidence  sub- 
stantially as  was  afterwards  used  in  the  suit  in  equity,  and  which  was  satisfactory  to  this 
Court.  No  appeal  having  been  made  by  the  defendant  against  the  order  for  tiie  injunction  : — 
Held,  that,  assuming  the  effect  of  that  order  to  be,  to  bring  the  whole  matter  into  this  CA&rt» 
and,  therefore,  primM  facie,  to  entitie  the  plaintiff  to  an  account  of  the  ;^000,  as  well  as  of 
all  other  matters  comprised  in  the  suit,  yet,  taking  into  conaidention  the  verdict  at  law  and 
the  evidence  in  equity,  the  defendant  was  entitied  to  have  the  j^OOO  deemed  an  item  in  the 
account ;  such  item,  under  the  particular  circumstanoes  of  the  ease,  bearing  interest  at  the  rate 
9i  £i  per  eeni,  pertrntium. 
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client^  and  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  action  brought         1842. 
by  the  defendant  against  the  plaintiff  to  recover  £3000^ 
for  money  alleged  to  have  been  lent  to  him  By  the  testator, 
and  for  the  delivery  up  of  deeds  on  which  the  testator,  in 
his  lifetime,  claimed  a  lien. 

The  defendant  having  put  in  her  answer  in  time  to  pre- 
vent the  issuing  of  the  common  injunction,  the  plaintiff, 
upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer,  moved  for  and  obtained 
an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  action  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  dCSOOO  into  Court.  The  order  for  the  in- 
junction, however,  not  being  obtained  till  the  day  of  trial, 
the  defendant  went  to  trial,  and  obtained  a  verdict  for 
<£8000.  Further  proceedings  were  then  stayed  by  the 
injunction. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

The  defendant  by  her  answer  stated,  that  the  testator, 
shortly  previous  to  his  death,  dictated  certain  matters  for 
the  guidance  of  hiji  executors,  and,  amongst  others,  a  state- 
ment, which  was  put  into  writing  by  his  daughter,  to  the 
effect  that  the  plaintiff  was  indebted  to  him  in  dSSOOO,  for 
which  he,  the  testator,  had  no  security  but  the  plaintiff's 
title-deeds,  and  that  he  also  owed  him  money  for  business 
done.  The  defendant  admitted  that  the  testator's  books 
and  accoimts  were  very  irregularly  kept,  and  that  she 
could  give  no  regular  account  of  what  was  due  for  business 
done ;  bnt,  as  to  the  i£3000,  she  relied  on  the  evidence  of 
her  son,  Bobert  Petch,  and  other  witnesses. 

Bobert  Fetch,  the  son,  stated,  that  firom  the  conversa- 
tions which  he  had  with  the  plaintiff,  he  believed  that  the 
plaintiff  was  indebted  to  his  father  in  the  sum  of  £3000. 
He  stated  particularly,  that  in  August,  1839,  after  his 
father's  death,  he  made  an  application  to  the  plaintiff  on 
behalf  of  his  mother,  the  defendant,  for  the  payment  at 
the  next  Lady-day  of  the  sum  of  £3000,  as  a  debt  due  to 
the  estate  of  the  testator;  that  the  plaintiff,  in  reply  to 
this  application,  said  it  was  all  right,  and  inquired  whether 
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1842,  the  whole  of  the  money  or  only  a  part  of  it  would  then  be 
wanted^  to  which  the  deponent  replied^  that  it  would  be  all 
wanted^  upon'which  the  plaintiff  said  it  would  be  ready. 
The  deponent  also  stated  his  beliefj  that  such  sum  of 
£3000  bore  interest  after  the  rate  of  £4  per  centum  per 
atinum,  and  he  gave  the  following  reasons  for  his  belief; — 
That^  in  a  conversation  which  he  had  with  the  plaintiff  in 
the  month  of  August,  1839,  the  plaintiff  stated  that  he  had 
overpaid  his  interest  for  the  last  year;  that  at  a  subse-* 
quent  interview,  which  took  place  between  the  plaintiff, 
his  son,  and  himself,  the  plaintiff  delivered  to  the  deponent 
a  book,  wherein  was  an  entry  of  an  account  in  his  own 
handwriting,  between  himself  and  the  testator,  in  which 
account  the  plaintiff  had  debited  himself  under  the  date 
of  the  11th  day  of  October,  1831,  £60  for  a  half-year's 
interest,  and  also  with  the  further  sum  of  £60  for  la  half- 
year's  interest  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  1832;  that  the 
plaintiff,  at  the  last-mentioned  interview,  promised  to  send 
him  a  copy  of  such  account;  that  in  the  course  of  the 
same  day,  the  plaintiff's  son. brought  to  the  deponent  a 
paper  writing,  which  the  deponent  believed  to  be  in  the 
son's  handwriting,  and  to  be  a  copy  of  the  book  produced 
to  him ;  and  that  the  deponent  some  time^  afterwards  re- 
ferred to  the  testator's  book,  and  found  entered  therein 
several  payments  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  testator,  in  the 
years  1838  and  1839,  purporting  to  be  for  interest,  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  126/.  16s.  Sd.,  whereby  the  deponent 
concluded,  that  the  plaintiff  had  overpaid  a  year's  interest 
by  6/.  ISs.  Sd,  The  deponent  admitted  that  the  plaintiff, 
at  a  subsequent  period,  refused  to  pay  the  £3000  unless 
he  was  previously  informed  of  the  items  composing  that 
sum. 

Other  witnesses,  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  spoke  to 
various  sums  of  money  having,  at  different  times,  been 
paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  testator  by  way  of  interest. 

All  these  witnesses  were  examined  at  the  trial  of  the 
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action  in  support  of  the  present  defendant's  case^  as  plain- 
tiff in  the  action. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  in  this  suit  by  the 
plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Bichner,  for  the  plaintiff. — 
There  are  mutual  unsettled  accounts  between  the  parties. . 
It  is  admitted  by  the  answer^  that  Fetch  received  certain 
sums  on  account  of  the  plaintiff;  and  though  Petch^  the 
son,  states  that  those  sums  were  received  for  interest,  yet 
it  is  not  clear  firom  the  evidence  of  the  other  witnesses, 
on  what  account  those  sums  were  received.  The  plaintiff, 
therefore,  is  entitled  to  an  account  of  the  £3000,  as  well 
as  the  other  matters.  The  injunction  was  granted  on  the 
merits ;  and,  the  question  being  one  between  solicitor  and 
client,  the  verdict  and  judgment  will  not  prevent  the  re- 
opening the  whole  accounts.  Lewis  v.  Morgan  (a).  Middle- 
ditch  V.  SkarUmd  {b),  Detittin  v.  Gale  (c).  [The  Vice- Chan- 
cellor,— In  DetiUin  v.  Gale,-  the  solicitor  took  a  bond  and 
judgment  firom  his  client  without  a  settlement  of  accounts; 
bnt  there  there  was  no  litigated  matter.  Here  there  is  an 
adverse  decision  at  law  upon  a  matter  litigated  by  the 
parties.]  The  verdict  was  a  surprise  upon  the  plaintiff, 
and  would  have  been  prevented  but  for  an  accidental  delay 
in  obtaining  the  injunction. 

Mr.  Purvis  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  defendant. — 
The  plaintiff  had  due  notice  of  the  actiou,  and  cannot  com- 
plain of  having  been  taken  by  surprise.  The  verdict  is 
conclusive,  and  might  have  been  consummated  but  for  the 
injunction.  In  Bensley  v.  Payne  (d),  a  bill  was  filed  to  set 
aside  a  bond  which  had  been  taken  by  an  attorney  from 
his  client,  and  on  which  he  had  brought  his  action.     The 

(a)  5  Price,  83 ;  4  Dow.  51.  (c)  7  Yes.  583. 

(b)  5  Vee.  87.  (d)  Not  reported. 
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1842.  plaintiff  inf  the  action  put  in  his  answer  before  the  trial. 
"abmt^  ■^'^®  *^^  came  on,  and  he  obtained  a  verdict.  The  plain- 
^*  '  tiff  in  equity  then  moved  upon  the  answer  for  an  injunction 
to  stay  further  proceedings  in  the  action.  Lord  Eldon 
said  he  would  have  granted  the  motion,  if  the  plaintiff  had 
come  before  verdict;  but  that,  with  the  answer  before 
him,  he  had  gone.to  trial,  and  might  have  used  the  ansVer 
at  the  trial;  that  the  plaintiff,  therefore,  having  made  that 
choice,  he.  Lord  Eldon,  was  precluded  from  granting  the 
motion.  \The  Vice'Chanceihr, — ^The  question  in  that  case 
was  probably  the  same  at  law  and  in  equity.  Am  I,  in  this 
case,  to  consider  the  evidence  which  supported  the  verdict 
at  law  sufGident  to  preclude  the  trial  here?]  Upon  that 
point,  Harmon  v.  Netileship  (a)  is  strictly  applicable.  [7%e 
Vtce-Ckancellar. — Must  you  not,  in  order  to  bring  your 
case  within  that  authority,  shew  that,  as  between  attorney 
and  client,  an  admi9sion  by  a  client  of  a  debt  due  has 
precisely  the  same  effect  in  equity  as  at  law  ?  It  is  a 
material  ingredient  in  these  cases,  that  the  point  in  issue 
at  law  and  in  equity  should  be  exactly  the  same.  Another 
question  is,  whether  the  order  for  the  injunction — which 
was  granted  on  payment  of  the  money  into  Court,  and 
from  which  you  have  not  appealed — does  not  entirely  put 
an  end  to  the  proceedings  at  law.  An  injunction  on  the 
answer  stops  every  thing.]  The  injunction  would  not  have 
prevented  the  plaintiff  from  moving  for  a  new  trial.  C!on- 
sidering,  however,  the  whole  of  the  proceedings  as  removed 
into  a  court  of  equity,  the  admission  which  has  been  proved 
in  this  cause  is  clearly  sufficient  to  bind  the  plaintiff,  and 
the  i£3000  ought  to  be  treated  as  an  item  in  the  account. 

Mr.  Smpkinsorij  in  the  course  of  his  reply,  commented 
on  the  fact  of  there  being  no  written  security  for  the 
£3000,  and  on  PetcVs  having  retracted  his  admission  as 

(a)  2  My].  &  K.  423. 
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to  that  sum  being  due;  and  lie  contended  that^  under        I842. 
such  circnmatances,  the  Court  could  not  treat  the  £3000 
as  an  item  in  the  account. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — This  is  a  bill  for  an  account, 
filed  by  a  client  against  the  personal  representative  of  a 
solictor  with  whom  in  his  lifetime  the  client  had  yari- 
ous  pecuniary  dealings  independent  of  transactions  oon* 
nected  with  his  professional  business^  and  with  the  excep- 
tion of  what  relates  to  a  sum  of  iSSOOO  which  has  been 
the  subject  of  argument,  the  directions  are  a  matter  of 
course.  [After  directing  the  usual  inquiries,  his  Honour 
proceeded.]  The  only  question  left  is  as  to  this  £3000. 
The  blame,  if  any,  attributable  to  the  parties  in  respect 
of  the  obscurity  in  which  these  transactions  were  involved, 
does  not  belong  wholly  to  Mr.  Fetch.  He  certainly  was 
to  blame,  for  it  was  his  duty  to  keep  regular  accounts  of 
all  the  dealings  between  himself  and  the  plaintiff,  which  it 
is  conceded  he  did  not  do.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plain* 
tiff,  under  the  circumstances,  has  not  so  strong  a  ground 
of  complaint  as  many  litigants  in  cases  in  some  degree 
analogous  to  this,  for  he  seems  to  have  been  an  acquiescing 
party  in  that  obscurity.  I  agree  in  the  doctrines  which 
have  been  laid  down  upon  high  authority,  as  to  the  deal- 
ings between  solicitor  and  client,  or,  as  might  almost  be 
said,  between  any  principal  and  agent.  These  doctrines, 
however,  must  necessarily  yield  to  circumstances.  In  the 
present  case  it  appears  that  after  the  death  of  Mr.  Fetch 
the  plaintiff  was  caUed  on  by  the  son  of  Mr.  Fetch,  who 
was  not  professionally  concerned  with  his  lather,  and  the 
plaintiff  then  admitted  in  the  most  distinct  and  positive 
maimer  the  debt  of  £3000.  This  admission  was  made  at 
a  time  when  there  was  no  suspicion  of  any  influence  arising 
from  professional  connection.  It  may  not  have  been  made 
until  circuinstances  rendered  it  necessary  to  ascertain  that 
the  debt  existed,  but  it  was  not  made  by  surprise.    It 
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1842.  appears  from  evidence  quite  unexceptionable^  that  the 
plaintiff^  during  a  course  of  years,  paid  interest  to  the  tes* 
tator,  and  an  account  is  produced,  which  appears  to  have 
been  sent  by  the  plaintiff  himselfj  in  which  he  charges 
himself  with  an  item  of  £60  for  interest  in  October,  1831, 
and  a  similar  item  for  interest  in  April,  1832,  taUying  ex- 
actly with  the  evidence  of  Fetch,  the  witness.  Whcib  to 
this  unexceptionable  evidence,  not  opposed  by  any  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  is  added  the  fact  of  the 
verdict  obtained  for  j£8000, 1  am  of  opinion  that  I  ought 
not,  at  this  distance  of  time  and  after  the  death  of  Fetch,  to 
suffer  that  sum  to  be  taken  as  not  a  legitimate  item  of 
debit  against  the  plaintiff  in  that  account.  I  have  alluded, 
it  is  true,  to  a  verdict  not  ripened  into  a  judgment :  but  I 
am  entitled  to  look  at  that  verdict  for  this  reason,  that  it 
is  plain  that,  but  for  the  order  for  an  injunction,  there  was 
nothing  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  ripening  it  into  a 
judgment.  Taking  together  the  conversation,  the  admis- 
sions, and  the  verdict,  I  think  I  should  not  be  doing  jus- 
tice if  I  aUowed  it  to  be  a  matter  of  question  whether  or 
not  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  include  the  sum  of  £8000 
as  an  item  in  the  account.  Whether  any  other  matters 
are  to  be  included,  it  will  be  for  the  Master  to  consider. 


Declare  that  in  taking  the  account  the  Master  is  to  consider  that  the 
plaintiff  became  liable  to  be  debited  in  the  account  between  hfm  and 
Robert  Fetch,  to  the  amount  of  £3000  or  some  greater  amount,  and  that 
in  respect  of  such  amount,  if  not  exceeding  £3000,  or  in  respect  of  £3000, 
part  thereof,  it  was  agreed  between  Robert  Fetch  and  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  debited  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent, 
per  annum.  Let  the  costs  of  Mrs.  Fetch  in  the  action  at  law  be  taxed 
and  paid  to  her  by  the  plaintiff,  and  let  the  sum  of  £1200,  part  of  the  sum 
in  Court,  be  paid  out  to  her,  without  prejudice.  Continue  the  injunction, 
and  reserve  further  directions  and  costs  in  equity. 
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WaRDELL  V.  ClaXTON.  Feb.  loth. 

L  HE  bill  was  filed  by  a  tenant  for  lifej  under  a  will  of  whereproperty 
personal  estate^  for  the  purpose  of  having  new  trustees  JJ.  f2?Sfe,  ^^ 
appointed.  The  property  was  giyen^  after  the  death  of  the  after  bisdeccase 
tenant  for  life^  to  such  persons  as  should  then  be  next  of  as  ihaU  then  be 

,.-,,.,,  the  teitator'i 

kin  of  the  testator.  next  of  kin  ;— 

None  of  the  present  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  were  JP^'^Jrot^!* 

made  parties  to  the  suit.  *wn  of  the  pro- 

'^  pertj,  the  next 

of  kin  of  the 

The  Yice-Chancellob  directed  that  the  bill  should  be  at  thetimrof 
amended  by  making  those  persons  parties.  Swt  bc^mSe 

parties  to  the 
■nit. 


MEMORANDUM. 

In  February^  1842,  Francis  Stack  Murphy,  Esq.,  of 
Lincoln's  Inn,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  and 
gave  rings  with  the  motto  "Incidere  hukim." 


DlNSDALS  t;.  DCDDING.  ^^*  13«*. 

Judith  DUDDING,  of  Barrow,  in  the  county  of  Lin-  Upon  a  oon- 

structive  ad- 

coin,  widow,  by  her  will,  dated  the  10th  August,  1813,  mission  of  as- 

■■fj-     TTtIA 

directed  her  residuary  personal  estate,  and  a  sum  of  £400  that  lesidnary 
charged  on  her  real  estate,  to  be  divided  into  three  equal  ^|^^|^. 
shares,  and  bequeathed  one-third  to  her  daughter  Eliza-  mediate  pay. 

ment  of  their 

beth  Shearwood,  one-third  to  her  daughter  Mary  Westoby,  legacies ;  and, 
and  the  remaining  third  to  the  children  of  her  late  daugh-  JSncesTiHth " 
ter  Judith  Dinsdale  equally,  to  be  paid  on  their  respec-  ^^^^^J|^ 
tively  attaining  21  years.     She  devised  her  real  estate  to  by  the  statute 
her  son  John  Dudding  in  fee,  and  appointed  him  sole  (3&4WiU.4y 
executor  of  her  will.  ^-  ^^  ••  *o). 
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1842.  The  testatrix  died  in  November^  1814.     John  Budding 

DiMSDALB     proved  her  vill  and  took  possession  of  part^  at  leasts  of  her 
DuDDiN        ^^  *^^  personal  estate. 

Judith  Dinsdale  had  five  children  onljj  yiz.^  Alice, 
Judith,  Bichard,  Elizabeth,  and  Susannah. 

John  Dudding,  by  his  will,  dated  in  October,  1827, 
executed  and  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  estates,  devised  all 
his  real  estates  to  his  sons,  the  defendants  Bichard  and 
John  Dudding,  and  their  heirs,  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
appointed  them  his  executors.  John  Dudding,  the  fSetther, 
died  in  1828,  and  his  will  was  proved  by  his  executors. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Bichard  Dinsdale  and  his  sisters, 
Elizabeth  and  Susannah,  against  Bichard  and  John  Dud- 
ding, praying  payment  of  their  respective  shares  of  the 
residue  bequeathed  by  Judith  Dudding's  will. 

The  bill  stated  that  John  Dudding,  the  father,  had  paid 
to  Elizabeth  Shearwood  and  Mary  Westoby  their  shares  of 
the  residue,  amounting  to  382/L  Sa.  4£?.  each ;  that  he  had 
fixed  the  share  given  to  the  children  of  Mrs.  Dinsdale  at 
the  like  sum,  and  had  paid  or  caused  to  be  paid  to  Alice 
and  Judith  Dinsdale,  on  their  severally  attaining  21,  the 
sum  of  76/.  9s.  Sd,  eadi,  for  their  one-fifth  shares  of  the 
said  sum  of  882/.  8^.  4id. ;  that  the  plaintiffs,  though  they 
had  attained  21,  had  never  received  their  shares  of  the 
said  sum;  that  upon  the  death  of  John  Dudding,  the 
father,  the  defendants  had  received  out  of  his  personal 
estate  more  than  sufficient  to  cover  the  plaintiff's  demand, 
and,  though  they  knew  of  such  demand,  had  paid  legacies 
bequeathed  by  John  Dudding.  That  under  the  foregoing 
circumstances  John  Dudding,  the  father,  had  admitted 
assets  of  Judith  Dudding ;  and  the  defendants  had  admitted 
assets  of  their  testator  sufficient  to  answer  the  plaintiffs' 
demand,  and  were  personally  liable  for  the  same. 

As  farther  evidence  of  an  admission  of  assets  by  John 
Dudding,  the  father,  the  bill  charged  that  his  son,  John 
Dudding,  had,  by  his  direction,  drawn  out  a  statement  in 
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writing  aa  to  the  share  of  the  children  of  Judith  Dinsdale.        1842. 
This  statement  is  referred  to  in  the  evidence. 

The  defendants^  by  their  answer^  admitted  assets  of  their 
testator  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  plaintiffs'  demand^  if  just. 
They,  however,  stated,  that  the  testator  had  received  assets 
of  Judith  Dudding  to  the  amount  of  jE648  only,  exclusively 
of  a  small  portion  of  the  real  estate,  out  of  which  he  had 
paid  her  debts.  They  denied,  to  the  best  of  their  belief, 
that  he  had  paid  Elizabeth  Shearwood  and  Mary  Westoby 
their  shares,  except  by  way  of  set-off  against  a  debt  which 
they  owed  him.  They  admitted,  however,  that  thqr  had 
found  amongst  the  papers  of  their  testator  three  several 
papers,  dated  the  10th  August,  1824,  purporting  to  be  re- 
ceipts for  the  shares  of  Elizabeth  Shearwood  and  of  Judith 
and  Alice  Dinsdale  of  the  net  residue  of  the  personal  estate 
and  effects  of  Judith  Dudding,  amounting  to  the  sums  of 
328/.  7s.  7d.,  64/.  ISs.  6d.,  and  64/.  ISs.  6d.,  and  also  two 
receipts  for  legacy  duty,  paid  on  two  several  sums  of 
826/.  12s.  lid.,  for  the  shares  of  Elizabeth  Shearwood  and 
the  children  of  Judith  Dinsdale. 

On  the  receipts  for  the  shares  of  Alice  and  Judith 
Dudding  were  indorsed  receipts  for  interest  to  the  10th 
August,  1824,  for  11/.  12^.  lid.;  so  that  the  whole  sum 
which,  according  to  the  receipts,  Alice  and  Judith  each  re- 
ceived, was  76/.  6s.  5d. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  the  plaintiffs  read  the  evidence 
of  Judith  Dinsdale,  which  was  to  the  following  effect : — 
That  she  remembered  the  defendant,  John  Dudding,  com- 
ing to  her  father's  house  at  Thornton  Curtis  sometime  in 
the  year  1824 ;  that  he  then  stated  to  her  and  her  father, 
(since  deceased),  that  each  one-third  share  of  the  residue 
of  the  personal  estate  of  Judith  Dudding  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  382/.  8s.  4d. ;  that  the  deponent  then  received  of 
the  defendant  one-fifth  part  of  that  sum  for  her  share,  and 
that  her  sister  Alice  also,  at  the  same  time,  received 
another  fifth  part  of  the  same  sum  for  her  share ;  that  her 
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1842.  father  asked  the  defendant  for  some  statement  of  the 
amount  of  the  shares  which  would  be  coming  to  his  three 
other  children^  meaning  the  plaintifTs,  who  were  then  under 
age^  and  that  the  defendant  thereupon  wrote  the  follow- 
ing memorandum^  which  he  delivered  to  her  father: — 
"  Mrs.  Dinsdale's  share  of  residue^  due  the  13th  May, 
1824,  382/.  Ss.  4^.'';  that  he  then  said  to  her  father,  he 
would  like  to  pay  the  three  other  shares  if  he  could  get  a 
proper  receipt,  but  he  could  not,  aa  they  were  all  under 
age. 

The  memorandum  was  produced  in  evidence. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Elmgley,  for  the  plaintiff,  con- 
tended, that  there  being  8uj£cient  admissions  of  assets  for 
that  purpose,  the  plaintiffs  were  each  entitled  to  imme- 
diate payment  of  the  same  sum  which  had  been  paid  to 
each  of  their  sisters,  with  interest ;  and  that  this  was  a 
case  in  which  no  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  interest 
would  be  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations.  PhUlipo 
V.  Munmvigs  (a). 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  defendants,  con- 
tended, that  there  was  not  an  admission  of  assets  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, Judith  Dudding,  to  the  extent  insisted  on  by  the 
plaintiffs;  and  submitted,  that  they  were  entitled  to  an 
inquiry  on  that  point.  They  also  submitted,  with  respect 
to  interest,  that  there  was  sufficient  in  the  answer  to  shew 
that  they  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  ^ 

In  reply  to  a  question  from  the  Court,  the  plaintiffs' 
counsel  stated,  that  they  were  willing  to  waive  interest 
previous  to  August,  1824. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument.  The  Vice-chancellor, 

(a)  2  MyL  &  Cr.  309. 
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with  reference  to  the  Statute  of  Limitations^  mentioned        1842. 
Sheppard  v.  Duke  (a).  v^^i^m 


Thb  Vice-Chancellob. — ^The  defendants  are  sued  as 
representing  and  admitting  assets  of  John  Dudding^  who 
was  the  trustee  and  executor  of  the  will  of  Mrs.  Budding, 
the  original  testatrix  in  this  cause. 

The  bill  may  be  considered  as  distinctly  putting  in  issue 
the  case  that  John  Dudding  did,  in  his  lifetime,  collect 
assets  of  Mrs.  Dudding,  to  an  amount  producing  the  dear 
sum  of  £382  and  upwards,  as  the  share  of  the  residue  to 
which  the  children  of  Mrs.  Dinsdale  were  entitled  under 
the  will,  and  that  his  son^  John  Dudding,  admitted  in 
writing  that  fact. 

That  case  so  alleged  has^  in  my  opinion,  been  proved  by 
the  pleadings,  the  parol  eyidence,  the  documents  proved, 
and  the  documents  scheduled  in  the  answer,  without  lay- 
ing any  stress  (as  imdoubtedly  none  should  be  laid  at 
this  period  of  the  cause)  upon  that  part  of  the  evidence 
which  relates  to  conversations  not  put  in  issue  by  the 
bill. 

In  this  state  of  the  pleadings  and  the  evidence,  the 
plaintiffs  do  not  desire  to  carry  the  accounts  further  than 
from  the  time  of  John  Dudding's  admission  of  the  amount, 
but  are  willing  to  consider  the  amount  of  each  third  as  it 
was  in  1824,  and  to  take  interest  from  such  part  of  the 
year  1824  as  the  Court  may  think  fit. 

It  appears  from  the  document  which  has  been  proved 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that  d6382  was  stated  to  be  the 
amount  due  to  Mrs.  Dinsdale's  children  in  May,  1824; 
but  that  receipts  were  given  in  August,  1824,  by  which 

(a)  9  Sim.  567,  in  which  the  Pnor  v. /rorfiift/ow,  2  Y.  &  C.  200, 
doubt  expressed  in  the  reporter's  which  was  decided  before  either  of 
note  in  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  315,  as  to  the  cases  mentioned  in  the  princi- 
whether  the  statute  applies  to  mere  pal  case,  the  act  was  held  to  apply 
personal  legacies  is  cleared  up.   In      to  a  rendue  of  personalty. 

VOL.  I.  T  N.  C.  C. 


9, 
Dudding. 


270  CASKS   IN   CHANCERY. 

1842.  the  share  of  each  of  the  children  in  the  snm  in  question 
appears  to  have  been  treated  as  amounting  to  £76. 

It  appears  to  me,  therefore,  that  foil  justice  will  be  done 
to  the  defendants,  who  admit  assets  of  their  testator,  by 
decreeing  payment  of  the  amount  of  each  third  of  the 
plaintiffs'  with  interest  from  the  10th  of  August,  which  is 
the  latest  of  the  two  dates  of  1824. 

With  respect  to  interest,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the 
benefit  of  the  statute  is  claimed  by  the  answer.  But, 
assuming  it  to  be  so,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  if  a  share  of 
a  residue,  such  as  this,  is  within  the  40th  section  of  the 
statute,  circumstances  have  occurred  which  take  it  out  of 
that  section,  and  bring  it  within  the  rule  laid  down  in 
PhiUipo  y.  Muntdngs. 

Under  these  circumstances,  I  shall  not  send  this  case  to 
the  Master's  Office. 


Order  tiiRt  the  defendants  Richard  Dudding  and  John  Dudding,  do, 
within  a  fortnight  after  service  of  this  decree,  pay  to  the  pUintifis  respect- 
ively the  sum  of  £76,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent  per 
annum  from  the  10th  day  of  August,  1824,  up  to  this  day ;  the  amount 
of  such  interest,  at  the  request  of  hoth  parties,  to  he  verified  hy  affidavit, 
the  plaintiffi  preferring  to  accept  such  interest  so  verified  to  a  reference 
heing  directed  to  one  of  the  Masters  of  this  Court  to  ascertain  the  amount 
thereof.  Refer  it  to  the  Master  to  tax  the  plaintiffi  their  costs  of  this  suit 
up  to  this  time,  and  let  such  costs,  when  taxed,  he  paid  hy  the  defend- 
ants personally.    Liberty  to  any  of  the  parties  to  apply. 
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Brooks  v.  Furton.  ^    y     ^ 

I  Dec.  2\ie. 

N  February,  1841^  the  defendant  Furton  commenced  The  mere  fact 

an  action  at  law  in  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench  against  the  biu  dlww  n^  of 

plaintiff  Brooks,  for  the  sum  of  £225.     In  May,  1841,  j^^^Jj*"*' 

Brooks  filed  his  bill  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  against  Fur-  common  in- 

ton  and  various  other  persons,  for  the  purpose,  among  though  it  may 

other  things,  of  restraining  proceedings  in  the  action  at  fo^^M^r 

law.     On  the  2nd  June,  1841,  Charles  Cooper,  one  of  dwcharging  it 

■•^  ^  on  an  applica- 

the  defendants,  demurred.  The  demurrer  was  submitted  tion  for  that 
to,  and  the  bill  amended.  On  the  11th  June,  Furton  put  P"P*^' 
in  a  plea  of  want  of  parties,  which  plea  was  submitted  to, 
and  the  bill  again  amended.  On  the  26th  June,  1841, 
the  defendant,  Furton,  demurred  to  the  amended  bill  for 
want  of  parties.  That  demurrer  was  submitted  to,  and 
the  bill  was  a  third  time  amended.  On  the  3rd  July,  the 
£225  was  paid  by  Brooks  into  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  and  Furton  afterwards  proceeded  to  trial,  and  ob- 
tained a  verdict  in  the  action.  On  the  21st  July,  Brooks 
moved  for  and  obtained  the  common  order  for  an  injunc- 
tion for  want  of  answer.  On  the  4th  August,  1841,  Fur- 
ton filed  his  answer  to  the  plaintiff's  bill.  On  the  5th 
August,  the  plaintiff  obtained  another  order  to  amend,  but 
did  not  take  any  proceeding  under  that  order.  On  the 
24th  November  he  obtained,  under  the  2nd  of  the  General 
Orders  of  9th  May,  1889,  an  order  to  amend,  without  pre- 
judice to  the  injunction,  and  within  the  week  limited  by 
the  order  for  that  purpose  he  amended  his  bill.  On  the 
17th  December,  1841,  the  last-mentioned  order  was,  on  a 
motion  for  that  purpose,  discharged  by  the  Master  of  the 
BioUs  for  irregularity. 

The  plaintiff  now  moved,  pursuant  to  notice,  that  he 
might  be  at  liberty  to  amend  his  bill  in  this  cause  without 
prejudice  to  the  common  injunction  obtained  by  the  plain- 
tiff against  the  defendant  Furton,  and  against  the  defend- 
ants Richard  Samuel  White,  Charles  Cooper,  and  Wasey 

T  2 


272  CASES   IN   CHANCBBT. 

Sterry^  by  amending  the  bill  in  the  manner  and  according 
to  the  alterations  already  made  and  appearing  on  the  re- 
cord of  the  said  bill,  which  were  made  in  pursuance  of  the 
order  bearing  date  the  24th  day  of  November,  bat  which 
order  had  been  since  discharged  for  irregularity ;  and  that 
such  amendments  might  be  adopted  for  the  required  pur- 
pose accordingly,  and  upon  payment  of  20«.  costs  to  the 
defendants  William  Purton  and  Thomas  Cooper,  but  with- 
out costs  as  to  the  other  defendants  amending  their  office 
copies ;  or  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  at  liberty  to  amend 
his  bill  as  he  might  be  advised,  without  prejudice  to  the 
injunctions,  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid. 

The  defendant  William  Purton  at  the  same  time  moved 
that  the  amended  bill  might  be  taken  off  the  file  for  irre- 
gularity, or  the  amendments  be  expunged,  and  the  sub- 
poena be  quashed. 

Both  motions  came  on  together. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  RomUly,  for  the  plaintiff  Brooks, 
in  support  of  the  first  motion. — The  order  of  the  6th 
August  has  created  the  present  difficulty.  The  time 
limited  for  amending  by  that  order  was  suffered  to  run 
out :  and,  on  the  24th  November,  an  order  to  amend  within 
a  week  was  obtained  under  the  2nd  General  Order  of  May, 
1839.  The  Master  of*the  Bolls  discharged  the  latter  order 
for  irregularity,  but  the  cause  having  been  transferred  to 
this  Court,  was  unable  to  enter  into  the  merits,  or  do  more 
than  discharge  the  order.  In  support  of  the  application 
they  referred  to  Ferrand  v.  Hamer  (a). 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  defendant  Pur- 
ton.— ^The  amended  bill  was  filed  on  the  26th  November, 
after  the  last  Oeneral  Orders  came  into  operation,  and  does 
not  comply  with  these  orders,  the  interrogatories  not  being 
numbered.    There  is  no  ground  for  asking  that  the  amend- 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  143. 
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ment  may  be  without  prejudice  to  the  injunction ;  Ferrand 
T.  Hamer  is  in  favour  of  the  defendant^  for  it  shews  that 
the  Lord  Chancellor  would  have  considered  the  practice  dif- 
ferent if  it  had  been  the  case  of  a  re-amendment^  as  in  the 
present  instance,  and  not  the  case  of  an  amendment  only. 
Turner  v.  Bazeley  (a).  Sharp  v.  Ashton  (A),  Mair  v.  Thel- 
biBson  {c),  Pratt  v.  Archer  (rf),  and  The  Attorney  General 
V.  Cooper  (c),  were  also  cited. 

Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  defendant  Charles  Cooper. 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  the  defendant  Thomas  Cooper. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  defendant  Mary  Purton. 

Thb  Yice-Chancellok. — It  seems  to  me  that  it  would 
be  very  hard,  considering  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  amendment  was  made,  and  under  which  the  order  to 
a^iend  was  discharged,  to  preclude  the  plaintiff  from  all 
opportunity  of  amending  his  bill.  On  the  other  hand,  I 
am  not  at  all  satisfied  with  the  explanation  given  of  the 
abandonment  of  the  order  of  the  6th  August.  Nothing 
which  has  been  stated  on  that  subject  has  satisfied  me. 
The  Master  of  the  Rolls  having  discharged  the  order  to 
amend,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  amendments  should  be 
treated  as  if  they  were  expunged;  but  that  the  plaintiff 
ought  to  be  at  liberty  to  amend  within  a  week,  not  adding 
any  new  parties  nor  varying  the  statement  in  the  record 
as  last  amended.  This  will  give  the  means  of  meeting  the 
case  as  to  the  numbering  of  the  intefrogatories,  if  neces- 
sary, on  which  I  give  no  opinion.  If  at  the  end  of  that 
time  any  of  the  matter  inserted  by  the  last  amendment 
shall  remain,  it  must  be  treated  as  introduced  under  this 
order.  I  say  nothing  in  the  order  as  to  its  being  without 
prejudice  to  the  injunction. 

(a)  2  Ves.  &  B.  330.  (d)  1  Sim.  &  S.  433. 

(b)  3  Ves.  &  B.  144.  («)  3  Myl.  &  Cr.  258, 
(e)  Id.  145. 
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Tbx  order  directed  the  amendments  last  made  to  be  considered  as 
expunged — but  they  were  not  to  be  actually  expunged — ^and  that  the 
plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  amend  the  bill  within  one  week  from  that 
time ;  and  if  at  the  end  of  the  week  any  portion  of  the  amendments  di- 
rected to  be  considered  as  expunged  should  remain  upon  the  record,  the 
same  should  be  considered  as  amendments  introduced  under  the  present 
order ;  but  the  plaintiff  was  not  to  be  at  liberty  to  vary  the  state  of  facts 
now  appearing  upon  the  record,  or  to  add  any  new  party  thereto. 


At  the  end  of  the  week  the  amendments  which^  by  the 
last-mentioned  order,  were  directed  to  be  considered  as 
expunged,  remained  upon  the  record.  The  bill  was  also 
further  amended,  by  numbering  the  interrogatories,  and 
by  the  alteration  of  some  formal  parts. 


On  the  14th  January,  1842,  a  summons  was  taken  out 
on  behalf  of  Purton,  in  the  action  at  law,  for  Brooks  to 
shew  cause  why  the  £225  should  not  be  paid  out  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Purton.  The  judge,  however, 
declined  to  make  any  order,  but  said  the  parties  might 
apply  to  the  Court.  On  the  24th  January,  Purton,  on  an 
application  to  the  Court,  obtained  a  rule  for  Brooks,  upon 
notice  to  be  given  to  his  attorney,  to  shew  cause,  on  the 
28th  January,  why  the  £225  should  not  be  paid  out  of 
Court. 

The  plaintiff  Brooks  now  moved,  pursuant  to  notice  of 
motion,  that  the  defendant  Purton  might  stand  com- 
mitted to  her  Majesty's  prison  of  the  Fleet  for  a  breach  of 
the  injunction ;  and,  in  support  of  the  motion,  filed  two 
affidavits,  detailing  the  facts. 


1842. 

Jan,  31#<. 

In  an  action 
at  law,  the  de- 
fendant paid 
into  the  court 
of  law  the  ram 
demanded  in 
the  action,  and 
filed  hia  hill  in 
equity  to  re- 
strain the  ac- 

S^'ao  wm-  ^'-  ^^^?P<^  ™d  Mr.  RonUUy,  for  the  motion.— It  cannot 
mon  mjunction  be  contended  by  the  defendant  Purton,  that  the  amend- 

restraining  the 
plaintiff  at  law 

from  proceeding  to  execodon.  The  plaintiff  at  law  haying  tried  the  action  and  obtained  a  ver- 
dict, applied  for  and  obtained  a  mle  niH  to  thew  canse  why  the  money  paid  into  the  oourt  of 
law  should  not  be  paid  out  to  himi^Heid,  that  this  proceeding  was  a  step  towards  execution, 
and  was  a  breach  of  the  injunction. 


CASB8   IN   CHANCBRT.  27& 

ment  of  the  bill  lias  destroyed  the  injcmctioii,  for  no  in-  1842. 
stance  can  be  found  of  an  order  to  dissolve  or  discharge  an 
injunction  upon  an  amendment.  In  Ferrand  v.  Homer  [a), 
Lord  Coiienham  decided^  that  an  injunction  was  not  dis* 
solved  by  the  amendment  of  the  bill  under  an  order^  ob- 
tained as  of  course^  for  leave  to  amend  without  prejudice 
to  the  injunction.  The  proceeding  taken  by  Purton  is 
clearly  a  breach  of  the  injunction;  for  it  has  been  decided^ 
that  the  taking  of  a  single  step  towards  execution  beyond 
the  completion  of  the  judgment,  is  a  breach  of  an  injunc- 
tion to  stay  execution.  Butten  v.  Ovet/{b);  Franklyn  v. 
Thomas  {c) ;  Mills  v.  Cobby  (d). 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  defendant  Pur- 
ton.— ^Assuming  that  the  injunction  still  exists,  the  pro- 
ceeding taken  by  the  defendant  does  not  amount  to  a 
breach  of  it.  The  injunction  only  stayed  execution,  leav- 
ing the  defendant  at  liberty  to  complete  the  judgment  at 
law.  The  plaintiff,  by  paying  the  money  into  Court,  has 
placed  it  in  a  situation  which  enables  the  defendant  to 
reach  it  without  proceeding  to  execution.  So  long  as  the 
Court  of  Law  has  any  thing  to  do  in  its  judicial  capacity, 
the  defendant  may  proceed  without  committing  a  breach 
of  the  injunction.  The  proceeding  to  make  the  rule  abso- 
lute would  not  even  be  a  breach  of  the  injunction,  for  by 
the  rule  of  the  Court  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  have  the 
money  paid  out  until  after  the  rule  had  been  made  absolute, 
and,  until  he  actually  took  the  money  out  of  Court,  he 
could  not  commit  any  breach.  Franco  v.  Firanco  {e) ;  Han^ 
key  V.  Morrice  (/).  The  cases  cited  for  the  plaintiff  do  not 
apply,  the  injunction  in  those  cases  extending  to  stay  all 
proceedings.    Admitting  that  no  order  to  dissolve  or  dis- 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  143.  {e)  2  Cox,  420. 

(6)  16  Vea.  141.  (/)  3  P.  Wms.  146 ;  2  Eq.  Ab. 

(e)  3  Meriv.  225.  528. 

{d)  1  Meriv.  3. 
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1842.  ^  charge  an  injunction  after  amendment  can  be  produced^  that 
circumstance  arises  from  its  being  a  settled  rule,  that  by  an 
amendment  the  common  injunction  is  destroyed.  Bliss  y. 
Boscawen  (a);  Turner  v.  Bazeley  (A) ;  Sharp  v.  Aahton  (c); 
Mair  v.  Thellusson  {d) ;  Pratt  v.  Archer  {e);  Pickering  v. 
Hanson  (/);  Home  v.  Watson {g);  Davis  v.  Davis  (A);  Pat- 
ton  V.  Panton  (i);  Edwards  v.  Edwards  {k);  De  la  Torre  v. 
Bemales  (Q.  The  plaintiff  has  confounded  the  case  of  a 
special  injunction  with  the  case  of  the  common  injunction, 
and  has,  by  his  own  act  in  amending  the  bill,  rendered  it 
impossible  for  the  defendants  to  perform  the  terms  of  the 
order  upon  which  the  injunction  was  obtained,  those  terms 
being  in  effect,  that  the  injunction  should  continue  until 
the  defendant  should  put  in  a  full  answer  to  the  original 
bill.  It  is  true,  that  where  exceptions  to  an  answer  have 
been  allowed,  the  bill  may  be  amended  without  prejudice 
to  the  injunction;  but  this  is  only  the  exception  to  and 
proves  the  rule.  In  Ferrand  v.  Hamer,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  determine  the  question  whether  it  was  a  motion  of 
course  for  a  plaintiff,  after  the  common  injunction  obtained, 
and  before  answer,  to  obtain  an  order  to  amend  without 
prejudice  to  the  injunction ;  the  real  question  in  that  case 
was,  whether,  where  there  are  two  dtfendants,  against  one 
of  whom  only  an  injunction  had  issued,  such  an  order 
could  be  impeached  by  the  defendant  against  whom  the 
injunction  had  not  issued.  Lord  Cottenham,  in  his  ob- 
servations in  that  case,  seems  to  have  been  influenced  by 
the  statement  of  Mr.  Dickms  in  Mason  v.  Murray,  who> 
in  support  of  his  statement,  refers  to  Lord  Bacon's  20th 
Ordinance.    But,  on  referring  to  Lord  Bacon's  20th  Or« 


(a)  2  Ves.  &  B.  102.  {g)  Id.  85. 

(6)  Id.  330.  (A)  Id.  515. 

(c)  3  Vea.  &  B.  144.  (i)  3  Anstr.  661 . 

{d)  Id.  145.  (jfc)  Dick.  755. 

(e)  1  Sim.  &  S.  433.  (/)  4  Madd.  396. 
if)  2  Sim.  488. 
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dinance,  it  will  be  foimd  to  make  a  manifest  distinction  be-  1842. 
tween  special  injunctions  and  common  injunctions.  Lord 
Cotimham  in  his  judgment,  though  he  referred  to  Mason 
▼•  Murray,  yet  omitted  to  notice  the  subsequent  decision 
in  Dickins  of  Edwards  v.  Edwards  (a),  and  the  later  case 
of  fVaodroffe  v.  Daniel  [b).  If  Lord  Cotienkam*s  decision 
on  the  subject  be  right,  there  was  no  necessity  for  the 
2nd  Order  of  May,  1839,  and  such  an  order  was  useless. 
Mayne  v.  Hoichin  (c),  Adney  v.  Flood  {d),  and  Dipper  v. 
Durani  {e),  were  all  cases  of  exception  to  the  general  rule. 

The  Yice-Chancbllob. — I  decide  this  case  without 
reference  to  the  order  of  May,  1839,  which  I  think  does 
not  affect  it,  nor  can  I  attend  to  the  argument  of  the  de- 
fendant, grounded  on  the  delay  to  which,  as  he  suggests, 
he  has  been  or  may  be  exposed ;  for  the  last  amendment 
made  by  the  plaintiff  was  fully  answered  by  this  defendant 
some  days  before  the  commencement  of  the  present  term. 
The  first  question  is,  whether  the  injunction  still  subsists, 
notwithstanding  the  last  amendment,  there  not  having 
been  any  order  to  dissolve  or  discharge  it.  I  conceive 
that,  according  to  Lord  Cottenham's  opinion,  and  accord- 
ing to  the  practice  of  the  Court,  as  it  has  been  understood,  \ 
at  least  since  the  case  of  Ferrand  v.  Homer,  the  mere  fact 
of  amending  a  bill,  though  it  may  furnish  a  ground  for 
dissolving  the  common  injunction  on  an  application  for 
that  purpose,  does  not  of  itself  ^^  facto  dissolve  it,  though 
there  has  been  no  insufficient  answer,  and  though  the  in- 
junction may  never  have  been  continued  on  the  merits. 
There  are  expressions  in  the  books,  attributed  to  authori- 
ties of  great  eminence,  which  seem  to  be  founded  on  a 
different  view  of  the  rule ;  and  if  I  were  clearly  satisfied 
that  those  authorities  meant  so  to  lay  down  the  rule,  and 

(a)  Dick.  755.  {tt)  1  Madd.  449. 

(6)  9  Sim.  410.  \e)  3  Meriv.  465. 

(c)  Dick.  255. 
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also  that  the  rule  still  subsisted  without  variation,  I  should 
not  feel  myself  at  liberty  to  depart  from  it.  But  not  being 
so  satisfied,  nor  thinking  it,  independently  of  authority, 
required  either  by  principle  or  convenience  to  hold  the 
common  injunction  ipso  facto  dissolved  by  amendment, 
under  such  circumstances  as  I  have  mentioned,  I  conceive 
— especially  having  regard  to  the  fact  that  the  order  under 
which  the  amendment  in  question  was  made  has  never  been 
appealed  from — that  the  injunction  in  this  case  still  sub- 
sists, though  I  repeat  that  cases  may,  in  my  opinion,  be 
easily  supposed  in  which  the  mere  fact  of  amendment  would 
give  the  defendant  a  right  to  apply  to  dissolve  the  common 
injunction,  without  answering,  and  independently  of  the 
merits  of  the  cause ;  the  common  injunction  and  the  special 
injunction  being  obviously  open  to  this  distinction,  that  the 
special  injunction  may  be  dissolved  on  the  merits,  not  only 
without  a  full  answer  but  without  any  answer. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  proceeding  taken  by 
the  defendant  Purton  has  been  a  breach  of  the  injunction. 
It  is  certainly  a  step  towards  execution^  and  it  is  in  my 
opinion,  both  on  principle  and  authority,  a  breach  of  the 
injunction.  The  proceeding  at  law  must,  therefore,  be 
discharged  at  the  expense  of  the  defendant  Purton.  No 
good  reason  has  been  assigned  for  the  plaintiff's  affidavit ; 
he  must  therefore  pay  the  costs  of  that  affidavit,  as  also 
of  such  parts  of  the  other  affidavits  as  are  irrelevant  to  the 
present  application.  In  all  other  respects,  the  defendant 
Purton  must  pay  the  costs,  and  also  the  costs  of  discharg- 
ing the  rule  nisi. 


March  Ijf.  • 

A  defenduit  ob-      The  defendant  Charles  Cooper's  time  for  answering  having 

i<  to  B^mw,  ^'  expired,  he  made  a  special  application  to  the  Master,  under 

plead,  or  de- 
mur, not  de- 
murring alone.'*  The  words  «  plead,  &c.,"  were  afterwards,  on  motion,  stmck  out  of  the  order. 
The  defendant  then  filed  a  plea.    Ordered,  that  the  plea  should  be  taken  off  the  file,  with  ooeta 
to  be  paid  by  the  defendant. 

6      -     lu 
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the  20tli  of  the  Orders,  2l8t  Dec.  1833,  for  farther  time  1842. 
to  answer,  stating  b;^  his  affidavit  certain  reasons  which 
rendered  a  further  time  to  answer  necessary.  The  Master 
allowed  him  four  weeks  time  ''  to  answer,  plectdy  or  demur , 
not  demurring  alone"  The  words  in  italics  were,  on  special 
application  made  to  the  Court  for  that  purpose,  struck  out 
of  the  order.    The  defendant  then  filed  a  plea. 

Mr.  fFiffram  and  Mr.  Eomilly,  for  the  plaintiff,  now 
moved  that  the  plea  might  be  taken  off  the  file  for  irregu- 
larity, with  costs. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  contra,  contended 
that  putting  in  the  plea  was  a  sufficient  compliance  with 
the  order  for  time  to  answer;  and  also,  that  a  motion  to 
take  a  plea  off  the  file  was  not  sustainable.  On  the  latter 
point  they  cited  Anon.  (c).  [The  Vice-CAancelhr. — InMoon 
V.  Lee  (b)y  Sir  John  Leach  ordered  a  plea  to  be  taken  off 
the  file  notwithstanding  that  case.] 

The  other  authorities  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the 
argument  were  Kay  v.  Marshall  (c).  Anon,  (rf),  Roberts  v. 
Hartley  (c).  Barber  v.  Cravoshaw  (/),  and  De  MinckuUz  v. 
Udneyiff). 

The  Vice-chancellor  said  that,  in  deciding,  as  he  did, 
that  the  plea  ought  to  be  taken  off  the  file,  and  that  the 
defendant  pleading  it  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  application 
and  the  costs  properly  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  by  reason 
of  the  filing  of  the  plea,  he  proceeded  on  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case.  The  defendant  had  applied  to 
the  Master  for  time  to  answer.     The  application  was  spe- 

(a)  Moseley,  207.  (e)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  56. 

(6)  Not  reported.  (/)  6  Madd.  284. 

(c)  1  Keen.  191.  (sf)  16  Ves,  355. 
(rf)2P.  W.  464. 
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cial  and  supported  by  affidavit^  and  the  affidavit  stated 
grounds  and  reasons  haying  reference  and  applying  exclu- 
sively to  an  answer^  in  the  ordinary  acceptation  of  the 
term.  The  Master  intended^  or  ought  to  have  intended^ 
to  grant  time  to  answer,  taking  the  word  answer  in  its 
ordinary  sense.  The  Master,  however,  had  made  a  more 
extended  order,  of  which  the  Court  had  expunged  so  much 
as  related  to  time  for  pleading  and  demurring.  After- 
wards, with  the  full  knowledge  of  all  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  the  defendant  had  filed  a  plea.  That  plea,  in  his 
Honour's  opinion,  had  been  improperly  and  vexatiously 
filed,  and  must  be  taken  off  the  file ;  but  it  was  to  be  un- 
derstood that  the  present  jadgment  proceeded  entirely  on 
the  circumstances  of  this  individual  case. 


Feb.  8M,  lOM.  Crago  t;.  FoRD. 

Xn  March,  1801,  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  entered  into 
partnership  in  the  business  of  commission  merchants,  at 


B.  should  an< 
dertake  the  hn- 
siness  of  wind- 
ing ap  the  a£fairs 
of  the  firm: — 
Held,  that  B. 


pon 
solation  of  the 
partnerahip  of 

^' "aKreed*th«t  Liverpool,  in  the  name  of  William  Ford  &  Co.  No  articles  of 
partnership  were  then  entered  into,  but  it  was  agreed  that  the 
business  should  be  conducted  by  the  defendant  as  the  acting 
managing  partner,  and  that  the  profits  of  the  partnership 
was  not  soiei      should  be  equally  divided  betwecD  the  partners,  after  al- 
chaigeablewith  lowing  the  defendant  100/.  per  annum  for  his  salary. 

the  loss  occa-  _^,  _  .  .  ,  ^      i.       .  i 

sioned  by  the  This  partnership  contmued  upon  the  footing  above  men- 
of  p^of'th?*  tioned  until  the  31st  December,  1817,  when,  except  for 
p^ttcrship  ^jjg  pxirpose  of  winding  up  the  concern,  it  was  dissolved, 
mach  as  A.  still  The  dissolution,  however,  was  not  notified  in  the  Gasette 
general  righu     Until  the  year  1823. 

as  a  partner, 

andoonse- 

qnently  had  full  power  to  prevent  the  sale. 

QlMere,  whether,  upon  the  dinolution  of  a  partnership  not  nnder  artidei,  a  partner  has  an 
inherent  right  in  that  character,  without  the  assistance  or  a  court  of  equity,  to  insist  upon  the 
sale  of  the  partnership  effects  ? 
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In  July,  1817,  Rutgers  &  Seaman,  of  New  York,  who  1842. 
had  dealings  with  Ford  &  Co.,  and  were  indebted  to  them 
in  respect  of  such  dealings  in  a  sum  of  4358/.  7s,  9d.,  con- 
signed to  Ford  &  Co.  155  bales  of  cotton.  Of  these,  108 
bales  were  sold  by  the  defendant  at  various  times  in  1817 
and  1818,  at  rates  between  2Sd.  and  21d.  per  pound,  and 
by  the  produce  of  these  sales,  amounting  to  2968/.  is., 
Rutgers  &  Seaman's  debt  was  reduced  to  1889/.  I9s.  7d. 
The  remaining  47  bales  were  not  sold  by  the  defendant 
until  the  years  1827  and  1828,  and  then  fetched  only  the 
sum  of  123/.  Zs.  \\d.,  being  at  the  rate  of  6j J.  and  %\d. 
per  pound.  By  this  sum  of  123/.  3«.  lie/.,  Rutgers  & 
Seaman's  debt  was  further  reduced  to  1266/.  I5s.  9d,,  but 
as  that  firm  had  become  insolvent,  the  principal  question 
in  the  present  suit  was  whether  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  carry  the  last-mentioned  sum  to  the  account  of  profit 
and  loss  in  the  partnership,  or  whether  he  was,  by  reason 
of  negligence  in  delaying  the  sale  of  the  47  bales,  to  be 
charged  individually  with  the  whole  or  any  part  of  that  sum. 

The  Master  found,  that  some  time  previous  to  the  16th 
December,  1818,  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  defendant 
verbally,  requesting  that  the  remaining  bales  of  cotton 
should  be  immediately  sold,  and  that  the  account  between 
the  firm  of  William  Ford  &  Co.  and  Messrs.  Rutgers  & 
Seaman  should  be  closed,  or  that  the  defendant  would 
take  the  whole  of  the  cotton  on  his  own  account,  or  that 
he  would  immediately  sell  the  plaintiff's  share  of  the  cot- 
ton. And  he  also  found,  that  the  plaintiff,  in  several 
letters  addressed  by  him  to  the  defendant,  and  bearing 
date  respectively  the  16th,  17th,  21st,  and  23rd  days  of 
December,  1818,  which  letters  were  duly  received  by  the 
defendant,  repeated  the  same  request,  and  complained  that 
the  cotton  had  been  retained  and  continued  unsold  con- 
trary to  his  expressed  wishes.  And  he  found,  that  after 
the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  on  or  about  the  6th 
February,  1824,  the  plaintiff,  through  his  solicitor,  wrote 
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1842.  to  the  defendant,  requesting  that  the  cotton  might  be  sold 
without  prejudice^  and  that  he  enclosed  the  form  of  adver- 
tisement of  the  sale,  and  that  the  defendant  refused  to 
accede  to  such  proposal.  And  he  farther  found,  that 
on  the  16th  December,  1818,  the  price  of  cotton  at  Liver- 
pool was  16J.  to  2ld.  per  pound,  and  that  if  the  47  bales 
of  cotton  so  consigned  to  William  Ford  &  Co.  by  Messrs. 
Butgers  &  Seaman  had  been  then  sold  at  21d.  they  would 
have  produced  the  sum  of  1202/.  5«.  9^.  The  Master, 
however,  upon  consideration  of  all  the  facts  of  the  case, 
expressed  his  opinion  to  be,  that  the  defendant  was,  as  the 
managing  partner  in  the  said  concern  of  William  Ford  & 
Co.^  authorized  to  place  the  said  sum  of  1266/.  16s.  9</., 
being  the  amount  of  the  loss  arising  firom  the  cotton  so 
consigned  to  the  said  partnership,  to  the  account  of  profit 
and  loss  of  the  said  concern,  and  also  to  place  to  the  said 
account  the  sum  of  49/.  18^.  5^.,  being  the  amount  paid 
by  the  defendant  on  account  of  the  warehousing  and  in- 
surance of  the  cotton  subsequent  to  the  31st  of  December, 
1817. 

To  this  report  the  plaintiif  took  exceptions,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendant  ought  to  be  charged  in  account 
with  the  whole  of  the  1266/.  lbs.  9d.  and  49/.  18^.  5d.;  or 
at  all  events  that  the  only  portion  of  the  1266/.  15«.  9d. 
which  ought  to  be  carried  to  the  account  of  profit  and  loss 
was  the  difference  between  that  sum  and  1202/.  5^.  9d., 
the  amount  which  the  47  bales  would  have  produced  if 
sold  on  the  16th  December,  1818. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the  exceptions,  con- 
tended that  it  was  the  defendant's  duty  to  seU  the  cotton 
immediately  on  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership;  that  in 
the  absence  of  express  stipulations,  the  general  rule  is,  that 
upon  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  a  sale  must  take 
place,  and  that  here  the  defendant  as  managing  partner 
was  a  fortiori  bound  by  this  rule.    They  cited  Cratoshay  v. 
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Collins  (a) ;  Featherstonhaugh  v.  Fenwick  (b) ;  Cook  v.  Col-        1842. 
In^ridge  (c) ;  and  Rigden  v.  Peirce  (d).  Cbaoo" 


Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Terrei/,  conirci. — ^This  bill  was 
filed  in  1823^  and  the  plaintiff  might  have  applied  by  mo-* 
tion  for  a  receiyer  and  a  sale.  Under  any  circumstances, 
therefore,  at  this  late  period,  he  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
fix  the  defendant  with  the  consequences  of  a  mere  erro- 
neous exercise  of  discretion.  There  is  no  such  general 
rule,  however,  as  that  which  has  been  stated  on  the  other 
side,  that  eo  imtanii  on  the  dissolution  of  a  partnership,  not 
under  articles,  the  partnership  property  must  be  sold.  The 
part  ownership  is  in  no  degree  affected  by  the  dissolution, 
and  neither  then  nor  at  any  other  stated  time  has  one 
partner  a  right  to  control  the  other  in  the  exercise  of  his 
legal  rights.  In  the  cases  cited,  the  dissolution  was  by 
death.  But  even  then  it  was  considered  that  there  was 
no  right  of  sale  until  the  period  which  the  Court  should 
appoint.  Here  there  was  nothing  to  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  interfering  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  better  discre« 
tion  exercised.  Although  Ford  was  the  manager,  it  is  not 
pretended  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  an  equal  control  over 
the  partnership  property.  His  partnership  right  was  not 
excluded  by  compact,  though  he  chose  to  pay  a  salary  for 
management.  Besides,  the  cotton  was  in  a  hired  ware- 
house, to  which  he  might  have  had  access  at  any  time.  It 
is  impossible  to  say  that  mere  notices  from  one  partner  to 
another  are  to  determine  their  rights.  As  to  the  sale  of 
the  property,  the  Court  allows  the  same  discretion  to 
partners  as  to  executors :  Buxton  v,  Buxton  (e). 

Mr.  Sj^ence,  in  reply. — ^The  general  rule  which  has  been 
contended  for  is  supported  by  the  authority  of  Sir  WiUiam 

{a)  15  Vefl.  218.  {d)  6  Madd.  353. 

(6)  17  Ves.  298.  (e)   1  Myl.  &  Cr.  80. 

(c)  Jac.  607. 


FORO. 


284  CABSS   IN   CHANCERY. 

1842.  Grant,  in  Feaiheratonhaugh  v.  Fenwick.  It  is  contended, 
on  the  other  side,  that  the  right  of  'sale  can  only  be  en- 
forced in  equity.  But  it  would  lead  to  yery  serious  con- 
sequences to  hold  that  a  man^s  rights,  in  these  cases, 
depends  on  whether  he  files  a  bill.  Whether  the  dissolu- 
tion is  by  death  or  inter  vivos  cannot  affect  the  general 
rule.  The  Court  allows  a  discretion  to  executors  because 
third  persons  are  affected  by  their  acts :  Wedderbum  y. 
Wedderbum{a). 

Feb.  lOM.  The  Vice-chancellor. — In  this  case  the  question  is, 
whether  the  defendant  is  to  be  charged  with  the  loss  which 
has  arisen  from  delaying  the  sale  of  some  cotton,  which  in 
effect  is  to  be  considered  as  haying  belonged  to  the  part- 
nership at  the  time  of  its  dissolution  or  expiration. 

The  defendant  had  been  the  managing  partner,  and 
must,  I  think,  be  taken  to  haye  been  the  person  who  prin- 
cipally undertook  the  duty,  and  was  principally  trusted 
with  the  charge  of  winding  up  the  affairs  of  it.  The  plain- 
tiff was,  I  conceive,  entitled  to  have  the  cotton  sold  sooner 
than  it  was,  and  sold  at  a  time  when  the  loss  would  haye 
been  wholly  or  to  a  great  extent  obviated.  Under  these 
circumstances,  if  it  had  been  established  in  proof,  that  the 
defendant  had  acted  fraudulently,  or  had,  beyond  merely 
refusing  to  sell,  so  acted  as  to  prevent  the  plaintiff  from 
selling,  it  is  yery  possible  that  I  might  have  acceded  to 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  seeking  to  charge  the  defendant 
with  the  loss.  But  fraud  is  out  of  the  question.  The  de- 
fendant, whether  wisely  or  unwisely,  yet,  as  it  must  I 
think  be  taken,  in  the  honest  exercise  of  his  judgment, 
considered  that  the  sale  (a  matter  in  which  he  was  in- 
terested as  well  as  the  plaintiff)  ought  to  be  delayed.  The 
plaintiff,  for  any  thing  that  appears,  might  himself  have 
sold  the  cottouj  or  have  taken  measures  for  its  sale,  or 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  41 ;  2  Keen,  722. 
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haye  possessed  himself  of  it.     He  might  have  filed  a  biU^         1842. 

and  applied  for  a  receiver.    Nothing  of  this  kind  is  how« 

ever  done^  and  the  partners  appearing  to  have  had,  at  least . 

after  the  termination  of  the  partnership,  equal  powers 

and  eqnal  means  of  enforcing  their  rights,  I  cannot  say 

that  the  Master  is  wrong  in  having  declined  to  throw  all 

the  consequences  of  the  delayed  sale  on  Mn  Ford ;  and 

this  being  the  only  point  made  against  the  report,  I  mnst 

confirm  it ;  but  I  shall  give  the  plaintiff  his  deposit,  and 

no  costs  of  the  exceptions  on  either  side. 

Exceptions  overmled. 


Feh.9tk,l0th. 
During  the  original  partnership  of  Cragg  and  Ford,  H«itf,  under 

another  partnership  was  formed  between  them  and  Natha-  ^^?J[^e- 
niel  Lawrence,  in  the  same  style  or  firm  of  W.  Ford  &  Co.,  raiwqnieMence 

•^  '  in  the  acta  of 

under  articles,  dated  the  11th  April,  1812.    The  object  of  hia  copartnen, 
this  latter  partnership  was  to  extend  the  business  of  the  ner  ^]LbU 
former  partnership  by  means  of  a  connexion  with  America;  tog^f^inr 
and  for  that  purpose  Lawrence  went  over  to  New  York,  '"ym  certain 

*  adTentorea  en- 

where  he  resided  and  acted  as  a  partner,  at  a  salary  of  tered  into  by 

^Aerk  t^  oopartnera, 

£450  a  year.  jn  breich  of  the 

The  articles  contained  clauses  to  the  following  effect:  ^[JSJ^jJiJ^* 
viz.  that  no  bill  or  biUs  of  exchange  should  be  drawn,  uticlea. 
indorsed,  or  accepted  in  the  name  of  the  said  concern, 
at  any  place  or  places  out  of  Liverpool,  by  any  of  the 
partners,  other  than  and  except  such  bills  as  were  neces- 
sary for  payment  of  the  said  annual  sum  of  £450;  and 
that  no  sacrifice  should  be  made  in  any  way  for  obtaining 
orders  or  commission,  either  by  adventuring  jointly  with  the 
shippers  of  any  goods  or  merchandize,  or  by  advancing  or 
committing  the  credit  or  liability  of  the  said  concern  in 
anywise  beyond  two-thirds,  or  at  the  farthest  three-fourths 
of  the  real  value  or  invoice  price  of  any  such  goods  ot 
merchandizes  as  might  be  consigned  to  the  said  partner* 
ship  concern,  at  the  place  from  which  consigned,  and  not 
then,  without  having  first  received  as  security  for  the  same 
VOL.  I.  u  N.  c.  c. 
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1843,  bills  of  lading  of  the  said  goodSj  with  orders  to  make  in- 
surance thereon,  and  fall  power  to  sell  the  same  witiiin  a 
given  reasonable  time. 

On  taking  the  acconnts  of  the  partnership  of  Crsgg, 
Ford,  &  Lawrence  in  this  suit,  (which  was  a  distinct 
snit  finom  that  which  inTolved  the  affairs  of  Cragg  & 
Vord  ovlj),  the  question  was  whether  the  partnership 
should  be  charged  with  two  sums  of  iBllOO  and  JS6M, 
being  the  respective  amounts  of  certain  losses  arising  firom 
adventures,  in  which  Ford  and  Lawrence  had  been  en- 
gaged, contrary,  as  the  plaintiff  Cragg  alleged,  to  the 
above-mentioned  provisions  in  the  articles* 

It  appeared  firom  the  Master's  report,  that  in  1818,  and 
daring  the  continuance  of  the  partnership,  a  quantity  of 
cotton  was  shipped  by  a  house  in  America,  on  board  the 
Ottawa*!  bound  for  London,  on  the  joint  account  of  the 
shippers,  W.  Ford  &  Co.,  and  Samuel  Williams,  of  Lon- 
don, and  that  for  this  shipment  several  bills  were  drawn  on 
W.  Ford  &  Co.  by  Lawrence,  dated  respectively,  the  6th 
and  7th  November,  1818,  which  were  presented  for  ac- 
ceptance in  England  in  the  early  part  of  the  following  De- 
cember, and  subsequently  accepted  by  Ford  in  the  part- 
nership name.  Li  respect  of  this  transaction,  the  Master 
found  that  a  loss  had  been  incurred  to  the  extent  of 
£1100. 

The  other  transaction,  the  loss  in  respect  of  which  the 
Master  found  to  amount  to  £624,  arose  from  a  contract  of 
a  similar  nature,  entered  into  by  Lawrence  in  October, 
1818,  the  bills  for  which  were  dated  in  December,  1818, 
and  drawn  and  accepted  in  the  same  manner  as  the  former 
bills,  the  goods  arriving  in  London  in  January,  1819. 

On  the  24th  of  November,  1818,  which  was  before  Ford 
accepted  the  Inlls,  the  plaintiff  wrote  and  sent  a  letter  of 
that  date  to  Ford,  containing  the  fbllowing  expressions! — 
'^  Seeing,  as  I  do,  trespass  after  trespass  attempted,  under 
the  plea  of  usage,  in  competition  for  business,  it  will  be 
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tbe  best  way  to  tell  Mr.  Lawrence  that  we  can  admit  no  1842. 
deviation  from  the  articles  as  to  our  rule  of  business.  All 
my  experience  as  a  merchant^  both  before  and  since  these 
rules  and  conditions  were  so  deliberately  and  unanimously 
determined  upon^  convince  me  more  and  more  of  the  pru- 
dence of  keeping  to  them  rigidly.  Indeed  the  ^^iti^Hial 
observations  I  have  had  an  opportunity  of  making  upon 
the  hazard  of  a  more  open  system^  and  the  losses  we  have 
already  sustained  since  these  rules  were  formed^  (say  noth- 
ing of  narrow  escapes  by  adopting  the  more  unguarded 
description  now  so  common  as  to  security  and  credit), 
make  it  in  my  opinion  absolutely  necessary  for  me  now  to 
add,  that  any  deviation  from  the  rules  I  have  alluded  to, 
and  which  were  inserted  in  the  articles  of  partnership, 
must  now  be  at  the  risk  of  those  who  break  them/' 

In  the  course  of  1819,  the  plaintiff  wrote  several  letters 
to  Ford,  in  which  he  complained  generally  of  the  manner 
in  which  Ford  and  Lawrence  were  conducting  business 
by  entering,  as  he  conceived,  into  too  extensive  specula- 
tions. He  did  not,  however,  by  these  letters  or  otherwise, 
before  the  dissolution,  specifically  object  to  entries  being 
made  of  the  above-mentioned  adventures  in  the  partner- 
ship books,  and  they  were  entered  accordingly. 

In  August,  1819,  Lawrence  returned  from  America,  from 
which  time  till  the  dissolution  of  the  partnership  he  and 
Ford  were  managing  partners,  with  a  salary  of  £200 
a  year  each.  On  the  21st  April,  1822,  the  partnership 
terminated  by  notice  from  Ford  and  Lawrence  to  the 
plaintiff. 

Upon  the  termination  of  the  partnership,  and  afterwards 
before  the  Master,  the  plaintiff  remonstrated  against  the 
entries  of  these  adventures  being  aDowed  to  stand  in  the 
partnership  books,  insisting  that  these  transactions  were  in 
violation  of  the  articles,  and  that  the  partnership  ought 
not  to  be  charged  with  the  loss  occasioned  by  them.  The 
Master,  however,  was  of  a  different  opinion,  and  reported 

xt2 
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1842.         accordingly;  whereupon  exceptions  were  taken  to  his  re- 
port by  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Spence  and  Mr.  Goodeve,  for  the  exceptions^  con- 
tended that  the  acceptance  of  the  bills  by  Ford  was  in 
defiance  of  the  plaintiff's  letter  of  the  24th  November^  and 
that  that  notice  was  a  sufficient  repudiation  of  the  adven- 
tures in  question^  as  well  as  of  all  other  adventures  of  the 
same  sort.  They  also  relied  on  the  subsequent  letters  of 
the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Terrell,  cantri. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor^  in  the  course  of  the  argument^ 
remarked  that  the  word  "now''  in  the  last  line  of  the 
letter  of  the  24th  November  seemed  to  refer  to  the  future 
acts  of  the  copartners.  He  also  observed^  that  nothing  in 
any  of  the  plaintiff's  letters  was  addressed  to  the  entries  of 
the  specific  adventures  in  the  partnership  books. 

Feb.  lOM.  The  Vice-chancellor. — Upon  a  question  of  this  na- 

ture I  should  feel  great  distrust  of  my  own  judgment^  if 
differing  from  the  conclusion  of  the  able  and  experienced 
Master  whose  report  this  is ;  but  a  perusal  of  the  papers 
has  confirmed  the  impression  which  I  received  during  the 
argument.  I  think  the  Master  right.  He  appears  to 
have  taken  the  same  view  as  I  do  of  the  letter  of  the  24th 
November.  Complaining,  as  by  this  letter  the  plaintiff 
did^  of  certain  irregular  transactions  (irregular  according 
to  the  terms  in  which  the  partnership  articles  were  ex- 
pressed) into  which  Mr.  Lawrence  had  entered  in  America, 
he  does  not  in  it,  and  does  not  subsequently,  during  the 
continuance  of  the  partnership,  claim  to  throw  on  Mr. 
Ford  and  Mr.  Lawrence,  or  either  of  them  exclusively,  the 
objectionable  transactions  which  up  to  that  time  had  taken 
place.    The  letter  contains  prohibitory  language  as  to  the 
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future^  but  does  not  seem  to  question  the  liability  of  the         1842. 
partnership  in  respect  of  what  theretofore  had  taken  place. 

It  appears  to  have  been  considered  by  the  parties  and 
the  Master^  and  the  ailment  before  me  has  proceeded  on 
the  basis,  that  Lawrence  had  embarked  preiriously  to  the 
24th  of  November  in  the  two  adventures  which  are  the 
subject  of  dispute.  This  is  proved  with  regard  to  one,  and 
I  take  it  as  admitted  with  regard  to  the  other.  No  sub- 
stantial difference,  as  to  time  or  otherwise,  between  the 
two  has  been  suggested  in  the  ai^ument  The  bills,  how- 
ever, in  each  case  did  not  become  due,  nor  were  accepted, 
nor  arrived  in  England,  until  after  the  24th  of  November. 
They  were  accepted  by  Ford  as  for  the  partnership,  and 
paid  out  of  the  partnership  funds.  The  whole  matter 
appears  in  the  year  1819  in  the  partnership  books^  which 
were  always  open  to  the  plaintiff,  and  with  the  contents  of 
which  he  must  be  taken  to  have  been  acquainted  through- 
out the  partnership,  which  is  determined  not  before  the 
year  1822,  and  then  not  by  his  act,  but  by  Ford  and  Law- 
rence. 

Taking  the  whole  of  the  circumstances  together,  I  do 
not  find  sufficient  grounds  to  enable  me  to  say  that  the 
report  is  wrong  in  fixing  the  partnership  with  the  two  ad- 
ventures in  question. 

Exceptions  overruled. 


/ 
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Pa&ker  V.  Ma&chant. 

IvOBERT  PARKER,  formerly  of  Maidstone,  and  after- 
wards of  the  city  of  Bath,  Esq.,  by  his  will  bequeathed  and 
devised  as  follows  : — *'  I  direct,  in  the  first  place,  all  my 
debts  to  be  paid.  I  then  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear 
and  afiectionate  wife,  Helen,  £60,000,  £3  per  Cent.  Consols, 
part  of  a  larger  sum  standing  in  my  name  in  the  Bank  of 
England.  Also,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  Elizabeth,  the 
widow  of  Charles  Bedford  Young,  deceased,  £10,000,  part 
of  the  aforesaid  £3  per  Cent.  Consols.  Also,  to  Mary  Ann 
Young,  her  daughter,  £5000,  other  part  of  my  aforesaid  £3 


1842. 

Feb.  19M, 
2Ut,  22ni, 
Afareh  Stk. 
Testator,  after 
giving  at  the 
commencement 
of  his  will  Ta- 
rioua  pecuniar  J 
legacies,  and 
b^ueathinf  all 
the  rest  and  re- 
sidue of  his 
ready  monej, 
securities  for 
money,  and 
monies  in  the 
fands,  to  trus- 
tees, upon  cer- 
tain trusts, 
concluded  his 
will  as  follows : 
— •<  And  I  do 

further  give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  wife  all  my  jewels,  plate,  linen,  china,  carriages,  wfaies, 
and  other  goods,  diattels,  and  effects  whatsoerer,  as  her  own  goods  and  chattels  fiw  erer ;  and 
I  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  her,  my  said  wife,  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will  "i—Held, 
that  this  clause  carried  the  residue  of  the  testator's  property  to  the  wife* 

Although  the  words  "goods,  chattels,  and  eflects"  may  frequently  be  considered  as  hvring 
been  used  by  a  testator  in  a  restricted  sense,  yet  primd facie  their  import  is  general ;  and  there 
are  good  grounds  for  considering  them  as  used  in  a  general  sense,  either  ^here  iiuey  are  not 
pla(»d  in  connection  with  words  of  locality,  or  where  they  follow  the  enumeration  of  specific 
articles,  or  whne  there  are  no  expressions  in  the  will  shewing  a  doubt  in  the  testator's  mind  as 
to  their  comprehensiTeness,  or  where  the  bequest  in  which  they  are  contained  is  followed  up  by 
the  appointment  of  an  executor. 

Testator  by  his  will  bequeathed  as  follows  :*-I  direct  in  the  first  place  all  my  debts  to  be  paid. 
I  then  giye  and  bequeath  to  my  wife  i^60,000  £Z  per  Cent  Consols,  part  of  a  larger  sum 
standing  in  my  name  in  the  Bai^of  Sfl^jland  \  also,  I  bequeath  to  A.  ;^10,000,  other  part  of  the 
aforesaid  £Z  per  Cent.  Consols.  Also,  I  give  to  B.  £500,  and  to  C.  £100 ;  also  I  give  to  D. 
and  E.  all  Uie  rest  and  residue  of  my  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  and  monies  in  the 
funds,  upon  trust  to  invest,  &c.,  and  to  pay  the  cQyidends  to  my  wife  for  b'fe,  and  after  her 
decease  to  divide  the  capital  amongst  F.,  G.i  H.,  and  I.  The  testator  then,  after  devising  his 
real  estate  to  the  same  trustees  upon  certain  trusts,  gave  all  his  residuary  personal  estate  to 
his  wife : — Held,  that  the  testator's  debts  were  payable  out  of  his  personal  and  real  estate 
according  to  the  usual  order  of  administering  those  estates,  the  general  residuary  personal  estate 
being  first  applicable ;  but  that  his  pecuniary  legacies  were  primarily,  if  not  solely,  payable  out 
of  the  **  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  and  monies  in  the  funds." 

A  bequest  of  the  testator's  "ready  money"  comprehends  money  of  the  testator  in  the 
hands  of  his  banker. 

QiMPre,  whether  a  bequest  of  "  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  ready  money,  securities  for 
money,  and  monies  in  the  funds,"  will  comprehend  property  of  that  description  acquired  after 
the  date  of  the  wiU. 

Testator,  by  a  codicil,  bequeathed  pecuniary  legacies  to  certain  persons  by  name,  who  were 
described  as  having  lived  many  years  in  his  ftuoily,  and  then  added,  **  to  the  other  servants 
£500  each**: — Held,  that  a  person  who  was  in  the  testator's  serrice  at  the  date  of  the  codicil, 
but  who  quitted  it  before  his  decease,  was  entitled  to  a  legacy  of  £500. 

Testator  devised  certain  specified  messuages  and  lands,  and  all  other  his  messuages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  which  might  not  be  in  his  will  particularly  described  or  men- 
tioned, to  trustees  upon  certain  trusts.  The  Court  declined  to  decide  whether  a  leasehold 
house  passed  under  the  general  words,  without  directing  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court 
of  law. 
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per  Cent.  Consols.    Also,  I  gire  to  Ariana,  wife  of  — 1842. 

Aickin,  Esq.,  fonnerly  Anana  Shelley,  £600.  To  my  god- 
son, John  Shelley,  £100."  [Here  followed  several  other  pe- 
cuniary legedes.]  "  Also,  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  dear 
brother-in-law,  Sir  Timothy  Shelley,  Bart.,  and  Sir  John 
Shdlqr  Sidney,  Bart.,  all  the  rest  and  residoe  of  my  ready 
money,  securities  for  money,  and  monies  in  the  funds,  in 
trust  to  invest  the  same  in  their  joint  names,  and  to  pay 
to  or  permit  and  su£Eer  my  dear  wife  Helen,  or  her  agent, 
for  her  use,  to  receive  the  dividends  or  interest  of  the  same 
during  her  life;  and,  after  her  deeease,  for  this  further 
trust,  to  divide,  transfer,  and  pay  the  said  stocks  and 
monies  unto  and  amongst  my  cousins,  Thomas  Marchant^ 
John  Marchant,  the  children  of  my  late  cousin  William 
Marphant,  and  the  children  of  my  late  cousin  Mary  Knight, 
—-namely,  one  equal  share  to  Thomas,  one  equal  share  to 
John,  one  equal  share  to  the  children  of  William,  and  the 
remaining  share  to  the  children  of  Mary  Knight.''  And 
as  to  the  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  real  estates,  he 
disposed  thereof  as  follows : — He  gave  and  devised  tmto  the 
said  Sir  T.  Shelley  and  Sir  J.  Sidney,  and  their  heirs,  all 
those  his  two-third  parts,  and  all  other  his  right  and  interest 
in  and  to  aU  those  messuages,  lands,  and  tenements,  situate 
at  Ifield,  in  the  county  of  Sussex ;  also  in  and  to  dSl  that 
messuage,  lands,  and  tenements  in  Charlewood,  in  the 
county  of  Surr^,  with  their  and  every  of  their  appurte- 
nances, either  in  the  said  ot  in  any  other  parishes  or  places 
situate  and  called  or  known  by  the  name  of  Westfidd,  or 
by  whatever  othor  name  called  or  known;  also,  all  that 
his  manor,  or  royalty,  messuages,  and  hereditaments  and 
castle,  situate  at  Otford,  in  the  county  <^  Kent,  with  the 
appurtenances;  also,  all  that  his  messuage  with  the  appur- 
tenances at  Chevington,  in  the  county  of  Suffolk ;  also  his 
fiorm  and  lands  in  Hargrave  and  Hesset,  in  Suffolk;  also, 
in  Hoo,  in  Kent,  in  Ifield,  in  the  county  of  Sussex,  in 
Charlewood,  in  Surrey;  also,  his  house  and  premises  in 
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1842.  Catherine-placey  Bath;  and  all  other  his  measuagesj  lands^ 
tenements^  and  hereditaments  which  might  not  be  therein 
particularly  described  or  mentioned^  npon  the  following 
trusts : — Firsts  for  the  use  of  his  said  wife  Helen^  for  her 
natural  life^  and  after  her  decease  to  the  use  of  the  said 
Thomas  Marchant  and  John  Marchant^  and  the  children  of 
the  said  WiUiam  Marchant  and  Mary  Knight^  in  equal 
shares  and  proportions/  as  tenants  in  common.  The  tes- 
tator then  bequeathed  as  follows : — "  And  I  do  further 
give  and  bequeath  to  my  said  wife  all  my  jewels^  plate^ 
Unen^  china^  carriages^  wines^  and  other  goods^  chattels^ 
and  effects  whatsoever^  as  her  own  goods  and  chattels  for 
ever.  And  I  do  hereby  constitute  and  appoint  my  said 
wife  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will.^^ 

By  a  codicil  the  testator  bequeathed  as  follows : — ''  I 
give  and  bequeath  to  the  following  persons^  who  have  lived 
-many  years  in  my  family;  viz.  to  Mrs.  Down,  £1000;  to 
Mr.  Jones,  £1000;  to  Martha  Isgrove,  £1000;  to  the 
other  servants,  £600  each.  This  writing  I  direct  to  be 
taken  as  a  codicil  to  my  will.'' 

The  testator  died  on  the  27th  of  March,  1837.  Thomas 
Marchant  died  in  his  lifetime.  The  bill  was  filed  by  the 
widow  against  the  several  other  persons  interested  under 
the  wiU  and  against  the  trustees,  praying  that  the  trusts 
of  the  will  might  be  declared  and  carried  into  execution. 
.  In  pursuance  of  the  decree  made  in  this  cause  in  De- 
cember, 1838,  (the  form  of  which,  in  some  important 
particulars,  is  commented  upon  in  the  judgment  in  this 
case),  the  Master  found,  amongst  many  other  matters,  that 
the  testator  was,  at  the  time  of  Ids  death,  possessed  of 
22,8912.  16«.  7d.  ready  money,  the  greater  part  of  which 
consisted  of  balances  in  the  hands  of  two  banking  houses, 
and  the  residue  of  money  in  his  dwelling-house,  and  in  the 
hands  of  his  agents.  The  Master  also  found  that  the  tes- 
tator was,  at  the  time  of  his  will  and  of  his  death,  seised 
of  or  well  entitled  to  the  estates  mentioned  in  his  will,  all 


.CA8E8   IN   CHANCEBT. 

<if  which  were  freehold  or  copyhold.  The  Master^  how- 
eyer^  induded  a  leasehold  house  of  the  testator  at  Brighton 
amongst  the  personalty  undisposed  of.    The  Master  stated^  «• 

that  Ann  BeUe^  who  had  been  in  the  testator's  service  at 
the  date  of  his  codicil^  bat  had  quitted  it  before  the  tes- 
tator^s  death,  had  daimed  a  legacy  of  £500,  under  the 
bequest  to  "  the  other  servants/'  which  claim  he  had 
disallowed,  but  recommended  it  to  the  attention  of  the 
C!ourt. 

The  other  facts,  as  well  as  the  principal  questions  in 
issue,  are  stated  and  commented  upon  in  the  arguments 
and  judgment. 

Sir  Charles  WeihereU,  Mr.  WiJbraham,  and  Mr.  Lwai, 
for  the  plaintiff. — First,  the  words  ^'  all  my  jewels,''  &c., 
at  the  end  of  the  wHl,  constitute  a  residuary  clause.  By 
virtue,  therefore,  of  that  clause,  Thomas  Marchanf  s  share 
of  the  bequest  of  stock  goes  to  the  plaintiff.  It  may  indeed 
be  argued  that  jewels  and  plate  do  not  assort  well  with  a 
share  in  the  consols;  but  the  subsequent  words,  "  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects,"  are  suffident  of  themselves  to  con- 
stitute a  residuary  clause.  Besides,  this  clause  is  instantly 
followed  up  by  the  appointment  of  an  executrix.  That  the 
words  '^  goods,  chattels,  and  effects,"  ifiSiprimdfacie  csiry 
the  residue  is  evident  from  the  cases  of  Campbell  v.  IVes- 
coU{a),  MicheU  v.  Michell{b),  Heame  v.  Wiggmgtm{c)f 
Saumarezy.  Saumarez{d).  In  some  cases,  indeed,  those 
words  have  been  narrowed  by  circumstances  of  locality,  as 
in  Collier  v.  Squire  {e)  3  but  no  such  circumstances  occur 
in  the  present  case. 

Secondly,  the  testator's  debts  are,  by  the  express  direc- 
tion  of  the  testator,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  Consols  and  ready 
money  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the  wUl,  and  not  out 

(a)  15  Yes  500.  (d)  4  M.  &  C.  340. 

(6)  5  Madd.  69.  (e)  3  Run.  4G7. 

(c)  6  Madd.  119. 
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1842.  o£  the  residue.  With  the  exception  of  the  leasehold  pro- 
perty and  the  residuary  property  given  to  the  wife^  the 
first  dause  carries  the  wh<de  of  the  testator's  personal  pro* 
perty.  That  is  a  strong  circumstance  to  be  regarded  in 
construing  this  part  of  the  wilL  The  testator^  also,  after 
directing  payment  of  his  debts,  ^'  then ''  gives  the  Ckmsols 
and  ready  money.  It  may  be  admitted,  that  in  many 
cases  "  then''  is  considered  merely  as  a  word  to  connect 
sentences,  like  the  word  ''item ;''  but  in  other  cases  it  has 
much  greater  force.  Here,  the  effect  of  it  is  to  subject  the 
gift  of  the  stock  and  ready  monqr,  and  securities  for  money^ 
to  the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts.  After  payment  ^ 
the  debts,  ''  then''  the  ''rest  and  residue"  of  the  stock, 
monies,  and  securities,  are  to  go  in  a  certain  course.  The 
words  "rest  and  residue"  apply  only  to  the  property 
which  the  testator  had  before  given  ^— not  to  anything 
which  he  mentions  afterwards. 

Thirdly,  the  money  of  the  testator  in  the  hands  of  his 
bankers  at  the  time  of  his  decease  was  not  ready  money, 
but  a  debt  due  to  him  from  his  bankers :  it  therefore  be«* 
longs  to  the  residue :  Carr  v.  Carr  (a) ;  Sims  v.  Band  (6). 

Fourthly,  the  general  words  following  the  devise  of  tike 
real  estates  do  not  comprehend  the  leasehold  house  at 
Brighton :  Rase  v. Bartktt  {c) ;  Thompion  v.  Lawley  (d) .  The 
testator  resided  in  that  house^  and  it  is  impossible  he  should 
have  forgotten  it.  The  general  words  only  refer  to  free« 
holds.  [The  Vtce-Chancellor  said,  that  this  question  ought 
probably  to  be  submitted  to  the  dedsion  of  a  court  of  law.] 

Fifthly,  Ann  Belfe  is  not  entitled  to  a  legacy :  Jtmes  v. 
Henley  (c). 

Mr.  BetheU  and  Mr.  Boyle^  for  the  defendant  John 
Marchant. — ^First,  there' is  no  residuary  clause.    The  word 

(a)  1  Mer.  541,  n.  {d)  2  Bos.  &  P.  303. 

(6)  5  B.  &  Ad.  393.  («)  2  Ch.  Rep.  162  ;  R.  L.  1685, 

(c)  Cro.  Car.  292.  A.  fo.  995. 
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'^  effects''  is  one  of  great  elasticity^  and  must  be  oonstnied  1842. 
with  reference  to  the  meaning  of  the  words  with  which  it 
is  associated.  If  used  in  ocmnection  with  words  describing 
particular  things^  it  means  something  ^juademgeneriM.  Here 
the  word  ''  effects ''  is  not  more  extended  than  ^  goods 
and  chatteb  f  for  the ''  goods^  diattels,  and  effects^*  whidi 
acre  given  to  the  wife-^are  giyen  to  her  **  as  her  own  goods 
and  chattels  for  ever/'  The  goods  and  chattels  mean  the 
goods^  cfaattds,  and  effectSj  before  mentioned.  Again^  the 
word  ^' all"  does  not  precede  ''other."  The  bequest  is^ 
in  effect^  ^  ^eue  particukar  and  other  goods  and  chattek^ 
Bennei  v.  Batckehr  (a) ;  RawUngs-  y.  Jenmnga  {b) ;  Stuart  r« 
Marquk  of  Bide  (c) ;  fVooUam  v.  Kemoorthy  {d) ;  Hotham 
T.  Sutton{e);  Chapman  v.  Hart{f) ;  Sanders  y.  Eark{g)', 
aoiertiv.  Kufin (A) ;  Hmt  y.  Hert  {i) ;  SuUonr.  Sharp  {k). 
[The  Vice-Chancellor  asked  whether  the  dictum  ascribed 
to  Lord  Eldon,  in  Hotham  y.  Sutton,  was  exactly  consistent 
with  other  authorities;  and  he  observed^  that  it  was  not 
necessary  for  the  decision  in  that  case.  With  respect  to 
the  cases  cited  after  that  case,  his  Honour  said  they  were 
all  determined  either  upon  the  ground  of  the  particular 
locality  of  the  effects^  or  upon  the  circumstance  that  specific 
articles  were  mentioned  after  the  general  words.] 

Secondly^  supposing  there  is  a  residuary  clause,  the 
money  at  the  bankers  does  not  fall  within  it^  bnt  comes 
within  the  meaning  of  the  expression  ''  ready  money/'  used 
in  the  earlier  part  of  the  will.  Those  words  are  put  in 
oi^osition  to  ''  securities  for  money/'  and  ''monies  in  the 
fonds."  They  mean  monies  not  in  a  state  of  investment. 
Tayhr  v.  Taylor  (/) ;  Vmsey  v.  Reynolds  {m) ;   ColHson  v. 


(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  27.  (sf)  2  Rep.  Ch.  98. 

(6)  13  Yes.  30.  (H)  2  Atk.  112. 

(c)  II  Ve».  657.  (i)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  311. 

(d)  9  Vc8.  143.  {k)  1  Russ.  146. 

(e)  15  Ves.  319.  (/)  1  Jur.  401. 
if)  1  VcE.  Sen.  271.  (m)  5  Russ.  12. 
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1842.         Girling  (a).    Money  at  a  banker's  is  a  deposit  which  may 
be  withdrawn  at  any  time^  and  is  therefore  ready. 

Thirdly^  the  leaseholds  pass  nnder  the  general  words 
foUowing  the  gift  of  the  fireeholds.  Hartley  v.  Hurle  {b) ; 
Addis  y,  Clement  (c);  Dixony.  Dawson  {d);  Doe  d.  Bellasyse 
V.  Lucan  {e)  \  Lowther  v.  Cavendish  (/) ;  Tktmer  v.  Busier  {//) ; 
Goodman  v.  Edwards  (A) ;  Judd  v.  I^'att  (i) ;  Penmngion  r. 
Pennington  {k). 

The  other  question^  namely^  upon  what  fond  the  tes- 
tator's debts  are  charged^  cannot  properly  be  ai^ed  till  a 
jconstraction  is  put  upon  the  will.  There  is,  howeyer,  no 
foundation  for  the  argument  that  the  general  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  is  exonerated  from  payment  of  his 
debts  merely  by  force  of  the  ambiguous  words  ''  all  the 
rest  and  residue/'  &c.,  following  the  direction  for  payment 
of  his  debts. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  fVhatley,  for  the  children  9f 
William  Marshall. — ^The  charge  of  debts  is  upon  the  ag- 
gregate real  and  personal  estate  of  the  testator.  There 
are  no  words  restricting  the  charge  of  debts  to  a  particular 
fimd.  It  is  true,  that  after  directing  his  debts  to  be  paid, 
the  testator  gives  to  Ids  wife  a  sum  in  the  Consols,  which 
he  declares  to  be  part  of  a  larger  sum  in  that  stock;  and 
he  gives  to  other  persons  other  sums  of  stock,  which  he 
declares  to  be  other  part  of  his  Consols;  and  after  giving 
several  money  legacies,  he  gives  ''all  the  rest  and  residue" 
of  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  and  monies  in  the 
funds  in  a  certain  manner.  But  are  not  the  words  "  rest 
and  residue"  satisfied  by  taking  into  consideration  the 
testator's  previous  directions  as  to  the  legacies  of  stock? 


(a)  4  Myl.  &  Cr.  63.  (/)  1  Eden,  99. 

(6)  6  Ves.  540.  (g)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  78. 

(c)  2  P.  W.  456.  (A)  2  Myl.  &  K.  759. 

(rf)  2  S.  &  S.  327.  (i)  15  Ves.  390. 

{e)  9  East,  448.  (k)  1  Ves.  &  B.  406. 
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If  80^  there  is  nothing  to  take  this  case  oat  of  the  general        1842. 
rule,  that,  in  order  to  affect  a  particular  part  of  a  testator's 
estate  with  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies^  they 
who  rely  on  that  construction  must  shew  the  clearest  in- 
tention to  that  effect  on  the  part  of  the  testator. 

In  Choat  y.  YeaUi  {a),  where  the  debts  and  legacies  were 
charged  on  a  particular  fund,  the  decision  proceeded  on 
the  circumstance  of  the  direction  for  payment  of  the  debts 
and  legacies  being  included  in  the  gift  of  the  particular 
fund.  Here  the  direction  is  general,  and  independent  of 
the  gift  of  the  particular  fund. 

With  respect  to  the  words  "ready  money/'  they  clearly 
comprehend  what  a  man  has  at  his  banker's.  [The  Vice^ 
Chancellor.  —  Suppose  there  was  an  accretion  of  stock 
between  the  time  of  the  testator's  will  and  his  decease, 
would  such  accretion  pass  by  his  will?]  Upon  general 
principles,  the  will  must  be  intended  as  speaking  at  the 
testator's  death.  He  does  not  speak  of  the  stock  or  ready 
money  which  ''I  now  possess."  Beady  money,  unless 
there  be  any  thing  in  the  context  of  the  will  to  the  con- 
trary, must  be  money  which  is  ready  at  the  testator's 
death.  [7%6  Vice-Chancellor. — Suppose  he  had  bequeathed 
all  his  policies  of  assurance.]  It  is  submitted,  that,  under 
the  words  securities  for  money,  all  the  policies  of  assurance 
which  he  had  at  the  time  of  his  death  would  pass. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  and  Mr.  JPUman,  for  the  assignees 
of  John  Marchant,  and  for  the  incumbrancers  on  the  shares 
of  William. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  Hood,  for  the  children  of  Mary  Knight, 
and  Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Tripp,  for  other  parties,  cited, 
with  reference  to  the  question,  whether  the  will  carried 
the  accretions  of  stock  between  the  date  of  the  testator's 

(a)  1  Jac.  &  W.  102. 
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will  and  his  death.  All  SoM  College  t.  Coddrington  (a) ; 
Oayre  v.  Oayre  {b) ;  Masters  v.  Masters  (c) ;  Dean  q^ 
Ckristchurch  v.  Barrow {d);  and  Shef^  v.  7%e  £ar/  0/ 


Mr.  iZot^w//,  Mr.  WUeock,  Mr.  Gfowe,  Mr.  /.  H.  HaU, 
Mr.  ;Sf/ofi^,  Mr.  Lewin,  and  Mr.  Dttmergue,  appeared  for 
other  parties. 


March  8M. 


Mr.  fFalpole,  for  Ann  Relfe. — In  Jones  v.  Henley,  which 
has  been  cited  for  the  plaintiff  against  the  legatee,  Ann 
Belfe,  the  words  were  ''all  my  servants/^  an  expression  which 
eertainly  might  apply  to  those  servants  only  who  were  in 
the  service  of  t^e  testator  at  the  time  of  his  death.  But  in 
Sherer  v.  Bishop  (/),  in  which  the  bequest  was  to  the  six 
children  of  John  Sherer,  only  the  six  who  were  living  at 
the  date  of  the  will  were  held  entitled.  And  in  Garratt  v. 
Niblock  {g\  in  which  the  bequest  was  to  the  testator's  ''  be-* 
loved  wife/'  it  was  held  that  the  first  wife  was  intended, 
and  that  the  words  would  not  extend  to  a  second  wife.  See 
also  Comyns's  Digest,  Chancery,  8  (Y.)  16,  pi.  1.  Here  the 
testator,  after  bequeathing  legacies  to  certain  servants  by 
name,  who  were  then  living  with  him,  adds,  "  to  the  other 
servants  d6600  each.''  That  also  refers  to  servants  who 
were  then  living  with  him.  No  condition  of  continuing 
service  is  annexed  to  this  bequest. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherett,  in  reply. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^The  questions  in  this  case 
are  upon  the  will  and  codicil,  dated  respectively  in  1829 
and  1830,  of  Mr.  Parker,  who  died  in  the  year  1837.    It 


(o)  1  P.  W.  597. 
(6)  2  Vern.  538. 
(c)  1  P.  W.  424. 
{d)  Ambl.641. 


(e)  2  Rubs.  &  M.  317. 
(/)4Bro.C.  C.  55. 
(g)  1  Rum.  &  M.  629. 
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may  be  convenient  in  the  first  place  to  dispose  of  tbe         1842. 
codicil  by  stating  my  opinion  that  the  legacies  given  by  it 
are  general  pecnniary  legacies,  payable  in  the  ordinary 
i?ay  out  oi  the  general  personal  estate,  and  not  otherwise ; 
and  that  the  legacy  claimed  by  Ann  Belfe,  under  the  be- 
quest ''to  the  other  servants  "  of  £500  each,  is  due.     She 
JB  admitted  to  have  been  within  that  description  when  the 
codicil  was  made;  for  the  "  many  years'  service''  is  not  con- 
tended to  have  applied  to  ''  the  other  servants."     She 
subsequently  quitted  the  testator's  service  in  his  lifetime, 
did  not  return  to  it,  and  was,  therefore,  argued  to  have 
lost  her  legacy.    The  codicil  does  not,  in  express  terms, 
annex  to  the  gift  the  condition  of  continuing  service.    It 
has  not  been  argued  to  be  csqiable  of  extension  to  servants, 
if  any,  who  subsequently  to  the  codicil  entered  Ids  service 
fi>r  the  first  time,  though  continuing  in  his  service  at  his 
death.     On  the  other  hand,  the  circumstance  that  he  has 
described  the  legatees  by  their  employment,  and  not  by 
name,  does  not,  as  I  conceive,  import  that  the  employment 
and  character  must  continue.    The  case  decided  in  1685, 
which  was  dted  at  the  bar,  did  not  turn  upon  the  same 
language  as  that  now  before  me.    I  think  that  this  dis- 
puted legacy  ought  to  be  paid— a  conclusion  probably 
agreeable  to  the  civil  law;  for  a  law  of  Ulpian,  in  the  Pan- 
dects, Lib.34,  tit.5,art.  19,  Derebus  dubiis,  provides  thus: — 
''  Si  cognatii  legatum  sit,  et  hi  cognati  guidem  esse  desierint, 
(this  might  be  through  emancipation),  in  civiiaie  autem 
maneanif  dicendum  deberi  legatum;  cognati  enim  testamenti 
facti  tempore  Jiierunt.^*    Ulpian  goes  on  to  say — "  Certe  si 
quis  testamenti  facti  tempore  cognatus  nonjiiit,  mortis  autem 
tempore /actus  est  per  adrogatianem,  facilius  legatum  conse^ 
quitur!^      How  far  this  latter  po9ition  is  one  adopted 
by  the  English  law  it  is  unnecessary  now  to  consider. 
The  former  is,  I  conceive,  in  conformity  with  our  prin- 
ciples. 
The  first  point  upon  the  will  that  it  may  be  right  to 
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1842.  mention^  is  the  question^  whether  the  testator  has  disposed 
of  the  beneficial  interest  in  the  general  residue  of  his 
personal  estate,  or  has  so  far  died  intestate.  This  turns 
upon  the  meaning  to  be  attributed  to  the  words  '^  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects,'^  having  regard  to  the  position  in 
which  they  are  found  in  the  will;  and  haying  regard,  also, 
to  the  whole  contents  of  the  wiU.  Lord  Cottenham,  in  ffov- 
marez  y.  Saumarez  {a),  expressed  his  assent,  and  I  agree  with 
him  in  assenting,  to  a  general  rule  of  construction,  as  laid 
down  or  recognised  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Church  y.  Mundy  (&), 
thus :  —  '^  It  is  much  more  safe  to  consider  those  sub- 
jects intended  which  the  words  describe,  than  to  supply  a 
purpose  by  conjecture ;  determining  for  the  testator  upon 
the  more  or  less  conyenience  with  which  that  subject  may 
be,  which  he  has  declared  shall  be,  applied.  The  best  rule 
of  construction  is  that  which  takes  the  words  to  compre- 
hend a  subject  that  falls  within  their  usual  sense,  unless 
there  is  something  like  declaration  plain  to  the  contrary.^' 
The  words  ''  goods,  chattels,  and  effects,^'  which  the  be- 
quest contended  to  be  residuary  contains,  or  any  of  them, 
are  terms  that,  in  their  proper  sense  and  nature,  are  suflS- 
ciently  large  to  include  and  pass  the  absolute  interest  in 
the  whole  personal  estate. 

But  a  will  may  be  so  worded  as  to  shew  that,  according 
to  a  reasonable  construction  of  it,  the  testator  must  haye 
intended  to  use  those  terms  in  a  limited  and  restricted' 
sense ;  and  when  this  appears,  the  intention  so  collected 
must  haye  efiect  giyen  to  it.  It  is,  however,  incumbent 
on  those  who  contend  for  the  limited  construction,  to  shew 
that  a  rational  interpretation  of  the  will  requires  a  departure 
from  that  which  ordinarily  and  primd  facie  is  the  sense  and 
meaning  of  the  words.  Such  I  take  to  be  in  substance 
the  rule  to  be  collected  from  all  the  authorities,  and  to  thia 
test  the  gift  in  question  must  be  subjected. 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  C.  340.  (6)  15  Ves.  406. 
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The  testator^  after  directing  the  payment  of  his  debts^  i842. 
and  making  bequests  of  stock  and  money  to  his  wife,  and 
other  persons,  (which  exhaust  all  the  ready  money  that  he 
might  have  at  his  death,  and  at  least  all  the  securities  for 
money  and  monies  in  the  funds  that  he  had  when  he  made 
his  will),  and  disposing  of  his  landed  property,  (in  which 
the  wife  takes  a  life  interest,  and  which  disposition  of  the 
landed  property  is  asserted  on  one  hand  and  denied  on  the 
other 'to  have  included  his  chattel  leasehold  property), 
concludes  his  will  thus : — *'  And  I  do  further,'*  &c.  &c. 
[His  Honour  here  read  the  last  paragraph  of  the  will.] 
This  is  the  whole  of  the  clause  now  in  question.  And  it  is 
to  be  observed — first,  that  it  does  not  contain  any  limitfr- 
tion  in  point  of  locality — any  reference  to  place :  secondly, 
that  the  larger  and  generic  terms,  ''  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects,'*  follow  the  specific  terms, "  jewels, plate,linen,china, 
carriage,  wines,*'  and  are  the  last-enumerated  subjects 
of  the  gift :  thirdly,  that  there  is  not,  in  any  subsequent 
part  of  the  will,  or  in  the  codicil,  any  disposition  or  ex- 
pression denoting  a  belief  in  the  testator's  mind,  that  there 
was  anything  not  expressly  given  to  some  other  person 
which  the  clause  in  question  would  not  carry  to  the  wife : 
fourthly,  that  the  gift  to  her,  followed  by  her  appointment 
to  the  sole  executorship,  and  by  nothing  else,  is  in  that 
part  of  the  will  where,  according  to  habit  and  custom,  the 
disposition  of  the  residue,  if  any,  would  be  expected  to  be 
found.  These  considerations,  each  of  more  or  less  im- 
portance in  construing  the  instrument,  are  only  met  by  a 
rule,  certainly  of  frequent^  but  not  of  universal  application, 
confining  such  a  general  term  as  "  goods,"  "  chattels,"  or 
''effects,'*  following  a  particular  enumeration  of  specified 
articles  to  things  ^usdem  generU  with  the  articles  speci- 
fied. To  this  rule  Lord  Eldon  alludes  in  the  cases  of 
Siuart  v.  Lard  Bute  and  Hotham  v.  Suiton,  and  its  recogni- 
tion is  of  frequent  occurrence  elsewhere  in  the  books. 
That  it  is  not  of  universal  application  is  clearly  shewn  by 

VOL.  I.  X  N.  c.  c. 


302  CASES   IN   CHANCEET. 

1842.  several  authorities^  of  which  some  have  been  mentioned  in 
the  course  of  the  argument.  In  the  case  of  Arnold  v. 
Arnold  (a)j  Lord  Cottenkam,  then  Master  of  the  Rolls,  thus 
expresses  himself  on  the  subject : — "  The  question,  then, 
is,  whether,  assuming  this  to  be  the  right  construction,  the 
expression  '  my  wines  and  property  in  England,'  will  not 
include  every  description  of  property  found  to  be  locally 
situate  in  this  country,  or  whether  there  be  any  rule  which 
necessarily  limits  that  property  to  articles  of  the  same  kind 
with  the  subject  matter  of  the  previous  gift.  That  the 
mere  enumeration  of  particular  articles,  followed  by  a 
general  bequest,  does  not  of  necessity  restrict  the  general 
bequest,  is  obvious ;  because,  as  has  been  stated,  a  testator 
often  throws  in  such  specific  words,  and  then  winds  up 
the  catalogue  with  some  comprehensive  expression,  for  the 
very  purpose  of  preventing  the  bequest  from  being  so  re- 
stricted. Clearly,  therefore,  in  the  ordinary  case,  the  gift 
of  the  wines  would  not  be  limited  by  the  occurrence  of  the 
subsequent  word, '  property,'  which,  be  it  observed,  is  as 
large  and  comprehensive  a  term  as  can  possibly  be  used. 
The  question,  then,  remains,  whether  the  limit,  in  point  of 
place,  imposed  by  the  testator  on  the  extent  of  the  bequest, 
ought  to  make  any  difference;  and  I  can  find  neither 
reason  nor  authority  for  holding  that  it  should.  Indeed, 
I  have  been  unable  to  discover  any  instance  in  which  the 
word  '  property'  has  been  confined  to  articles  of  the  de- 
scription before  enumerated,  unless  where  other  expres- 
sions occurred,  from  which  it  was  clear  that  the  word  was 
not  there  used  in  its  ordinary  sense."  Sir  WiUiam  Grants 
in  Campbell  v.  Prescott  (i),  thus  expresses  himself: — ''  The 
next  question  is,  whether  the  surplus  belongs  to  the  next 
of  kin,  or  to  the  residuary  legatees ;  that  is,  whether  the 
latter  takes  it  by  the  express  disposition;  and  I  think 
they  do  so  take.  There  is  no  case  for  the  restrictive  sense 
which  the  grandchildren  put  on  the  general  words  'all 

(a)  2  Myl.  &  K.  372,  373.  (6)  15  Ves.  607. 
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mj  effects  whatsoever/  Lord  Mansfield  says^  the  word  1842. 
"effects^'  is  equivalent  to  property  or  worldly  substance. 
The  plaintiffs  are,  therefore,  entitled  to  a  decree.''  And 
in  Michea  Y.  MickeU  {a),  Sir  John  Leach  says:— ''The 
word  '  effects/  used  simplicUer,  will  carry  the  whole  per- 
sonal estate,  as  a  gift  of  '  all  my  effects'  without  more ; 
but  it  is  frequently  used  in  a  restrictive  sense,  meaning 
goods  and  moveables,  as  in  the  common  expression  of 
'  furniture  and  effects.'  In  every  case,  the  Court  has  to 
collect  from  the  context  the  particular  sense  in  which  the 
testator  has  intended  to  use  it.  In  Campbell  v.  Prescott, 
there  were  added  to  the  word  '  effects,' '  of  what  nature  or 
kind  soever;'  and  this  addition  excluded  its  restrictive 
sense.  And  it  appears  to  me,  that  the  words  which  follow 
the  word  'effects'  in  the  present  case, '  that  he  shall  die  pos« 
sessed  of,'  lead  to  the  same  conclusion."  Acknowledging, 
as  I  do,  the  principles  recognised  in  these  three  cases,  and 
in  Church  v.  Mundy^  and  recollecting  particularly  that 
primd  fade  the  words  "  goods,  chattels,  and  effects,"  are 
general  and  unlimited  expressions  as  applied  to  personalty, 
what  judicial  ground  have  I  for  saying  that  an  intention 
to  use  them  in  any  other  sense  is  apparent  on  this  will? 
Conceiving  the  general  interpretation  to  be  not  only  con- 
sistent with  propriety  of  language  and  expression,  but  to 
be  at  least  as  probably  conformable  with  the  testator's 
views  and  intentions  to  be  collected  from  the  whole  will  as 
any  other  construction,  I  consider  myself  not  authorized  to 
depart  from  it;  and,  therefore,  not  authorized  to  accede 
to  the  argument  which  contends  against  the  wife's  right 
to  the  residue :  I  declare  it,  accordingly,  to  belong  to  the 
plaintiff,  her  executor. 

Before  leaving  this  part  of  the  case,  it  may  be  remarked, 
that  Sir  William  Granfa  judgment  in  Rawlings  v.  Jenr 
nings  (6),  given  by  Mr.  Vesey  ex  relatione,  contains  this 
passage: — ^"The  second  question  arises  on  the  widow's 

(a)  5  Madd.  71,  72.  (5)  13  Yes.  46. 
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1842.  claim  of  the  whole  residue  of  the  personal  estate;  as  pas^ 
ing  to  her  under  the  general  word  *  effects.^  That  elaim 
cannot  be  sustained.  Part  of  his  property  being  particularly 
given  to  her  afterwards,  the  word  '  effects '  must  receive 
a  more  limited  interpretation,  and  must  be  confined  to 
articles  ^fuidem  gmerii  with  those  specified  in  the  pre- 
ceding part  of  the  sentence,  namely,  household  furniture/' 
As  the  will  in  that  case  is  stated  in  the  report,  and  in  the 
Registrar's  book,  the  gift  forming  apparently  the  reason 
of  the  judgment  as  to  the  import  of  the  word  ''effects'' 
does  not  appear.  The  will,  however,  may  have  contained 
more  than  the  report  and  the  Registrar's  book  shew. 
Certainly,  there  were  bequests  to  various  persons  after  the 
bequest  to  the  wife  of  the  ''household  furniture  and 
effects."  Perhaps,  also,  in  that  case  the  word  "house- 
hold "  may  be  considered  to  have  belonged  to  the  word 
"effects"  as  much  as  to  the  word  "fiimiture." 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  right  in 
contending  that  the  testator's  debts  and  the  pecuniary  lega- 
cies given  by  the  will  are  payable  not  in  the  ordinary  course 
but  primarily  or  solely  out  of  the  "  ready  money,  securities 
for  money,  and  monies  in  the  funds."  Here,  also^  the  gene- 
ral rule,  which  in  thisinstance  is  against  the  plaintiff's  daim, 
must  apply,  unless  upon  the  wiU  and  codicil,  or  one  of 
them,  he  can  shew  a  contrary  intention  manifested.  The 
word  "then"  and  the  words  "rest  and  residue"  are  said 
by  him  to  manifest  such  an  intention,  and  the  case  of 
Choat  V.  Yeats  (a)  is  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition; 
which,  I  think,  however,  he  does  not  as  to  the  debts  esta- 
blish. The  first  passage  of  the  will  makes  the  real  estate 
liable  as  equitable  assets  to  the  payment  of  all  the  debts, 
which  otherwise  it  would  not  have  been.  The  real  estate, 
however,  is  not  by  the  word  "then"  or  otherwise  chai^ged 
primarily  or  pari  passu  with  the  personalty  not  specifically 

(a)  1  Jac  &  W.  lOS. 
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bequeathed,  but  is  only  made  liable  in  case  of  necessity  in  1842. 
its  usual  rank  and  order.  So^  as  to  the  ''ready  money, 
securities  for  money,  and  monies  in  the  funds/'  of  which 
the  disposition  is  specific,  or  in  the  nature  of  a  specific  be- 
quest. These  the  testator  could  not  by  law,  as  against  his 
creditors,  exempt  from  his  debts.  He  could  not  giye  them 
except  subject  to  his  debts ;  and  the  word  ''  then  "  appears 
to  me  to  indicate  that  only;  or  to  shew  merely  that,  without 
meaning  to  disturb  or  yary  the  usual  order  of  administra- 
tion, he  recognised  the  priority  of  his  creditors  over  the 
objects  of  his  bounty.  And  as  to  the  words  ''  rest  and 
residue,^'  if  they  hare  any  reference  to  the  debts  at  all,  I 
think  that  they  do  not  carry  the  matter  fiuther.  I  find  it, 
at  least,  impossible  to  say  that  the  plaintiff  has  done  more 
than  bring  this  point  into  doubt,  if  he  has  done  so  much ; 
and  he  must  do  more  before  he  can  ask  the  Court  to 
depart  from  a  general  rule.  My  opinion,  however,  as  to 
the  pecuniary  legacies  given  by  the  wiU  is  different.  To 
these  the  spedfioally  bequeathed  personalty  could  not  in 
any  order  under  any  circumstances  be  liable,  unless  made 
so  by  special  provision  for  the  purpose.  The  will,  how- 
ever, as  I  read  it,  recognises  these  legacies  as  matters  of 
deduction  from  the  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  and 
money  in  the  funds.  K  so,  in  what  order  and  to  what 
extent  ?  Looking  at  the  whole  will,  the  particular  part  of 
it  in  which  these  legacies  are  found,  and  the  language  of 
the  final  bequest  to  the  testator's  wife,  I  am  of  opinion, 
that  there  is  to  be  found  in  the  instrument  an  intention 
manifiBSted  that  the  ''ready  money,  securities  for  money, 
and  monies  in  the  funds,''  should  be  primarily,  if  not 
solely,  (the  amounts,  as  I  understand,  render  it  imma- 
terial whether  primarily  or  solely),  charged  with  these 
legacies;  and  I  must  declare  accordingly.  The  lapsed 
share  of  the  property  thus  charged  must  bear  its  portion, 
but  no  more  than  its  portion,  of  the  burthen. 

The  next  question  made  is  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term 
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''  ready  money/'  That  the  will  refers  to  such  ready  money 
as  there  might  be  at  the  testator*s  death,  and  not  merely 
,,     «•  to  such  ready  money  as  he  had  at  the  date  of  the  will,  is, 

I  think,  plam  from  the  nature  of  the  subject,  and  agreed 
on  all  hands.  The  contention  has  been,  whether  certain 
sums  mentioned  in  the  Master's  report  do  or  do  not  from 
their  nature  fall  under  the  description  of ''  ready  money/' 

Upon  the  116/.  12s.  cash  in  the  house,  there  has  been 
and  can  be  no  question.  Clearly,  it  is  ready  money.  It 
is,  I  think,  on  the  other  hand  equally  clear  that  the  debts 
due  to  the  testator  at  his  death  from  his  agents  and  other 
persons,  however  safe,  and  with  whatsoever  fiunlity  obtain- 
able, were .  not  included  under  that  description,  with  the 
exception  only  of  the  two  sums  of  6024/.  0*.  11  J.  and 
16,615/.  15s.  Id.  The  former  of  these  is  described  in  the 
report  as  the  balance  at  the  testator's  death  in  the  hands 
of  Messrs.  Hobhouse  &  Co.,  the  testator's  bankers  at  Bath. 
The  latter  is  described  in  the  report  as  the  balance  due  to 
the  testator  at  his  death  from  Messrs.  Child  &  Co.,  his 
bankers  in  London.  The  argument  has  proceeded  on  the 
basis  that  these  two  sums  were  ordinary  bankers'  balances 
on  banking  accounts  of  the  usual  description,  kept  in  the 
usual  manner,  that  neither  of  them  bore  interest,  and  that 
in  the  customary  mode  it  was  competent  to  the  testator 
at  any  moment  to  have  drawn  cheques  payable  to  the 
bearer  on  demand  for  the  whole.  He  had  a  residence  at 
Bath,  but  it  seems,  none  in  London  or  its  vicinity.  The 
main  dispute  on  this  part  of  the  case  has  been  whether 
these  two  sums  are  to  be  considered  as  ''ready  money." 
According  to  the  decision  in  Carr  v.  Carr  (a),  they  would 
have  passed,  (x  might  have  passed,  under  a  bequest  of  debts 
due  to  the  testator.  That  I  think  is  not  conclusive  against 
their  capacity  of  passing  under  a  bequest  of  ready  money. 

Undoubtedly,  an  ordinary  balance  in  a  banker's  hands 

(o)  1  Mer.  Ml,  n. 
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is  in  a  sense  a  debt  due  from  him — certainljj  he  may  be  1842. 
sued  for  it  as  for  a  debt.  Bat  it  may  be  equally  true  that 
in  a  sense  it  is  ready  money ;  andj  if  that  description  may 
in  general  be  justly  held  applicable  to  it^  possible  di£Gi- 
culties,  not  existing  here,  which  may  exist  in  other  caseSj 
s  of  a  bequest  in  the  same  will  of  the  debts  due  to  the 
testator  to  one  person,  and  of  his  ready  money  to  another, 
without  an  explanatory  context,  or  of  interest  being  al- 
lowed by  the  banker,  or  of  a  contract  that  unless  upon  a 
certain  notice  the  balance  should  not  be  reduced  below  an 
agreed  amount,  or  of  acceptances  by  the  banker  for  the 
customer,  not  at  maturity  at  the  latter's  death,  or  of  drafts 
upon  the  banker,  drawn  by  the  customer,  but  not  at  ma- 
turity, not  presented,  or  not  paid,  ought  not  to  prevent 
the  Court  from  giving  fall  effect,  according  to  a  fair  in- 
terpretation of  the  will,  to  the  language  which  the  testator 
has  used.  The  term  ''  debt,^^  however  technically  correct, 
is  not  colloquially  or  familiarly  applied  to  a  balance  at  a 
banking-house.  No  man  talks  of  his  banker  in  that  cha- 
racter being  indebted  to  him.  Men,  speaking  of  such  a 
subject,  say  they  have  so  much  at  their  bankers',  or  so 
much  in  their  bankers'  hands, — a  mode  of  expression  in- 
dicating virtual  possession  rather  than  that  right  to  which 
the  law  applies  the  term  chose  en  action.  Again,  a  man 
having  not  enough  in  his  purse  or  in  his  house  to  pay  a 
tradesman's  bill  for  which  he  is  asked,  but  having  a  large 
balance  at  his  bankers',  says  that  he  has  not  so  much  about 
him,  or  that  he  has  not  so  much  in  the  house ;  he  does  not 
say  that  he  has  not  so  much  ready  money.  Agreeing  that 
tlus  term  is  applicable  to  money  in  the  purse,  or  the  house, 
I  cannot  agree  that  it  is  confined  to  money  so  placed. 
Money  paid  into  a  banking-house,  in  the  ordinary  mode,  is 
so  paid  for  the  purpose  of  being  not  safe  merely,  but  ready 
as  well  as  safe— available  upon  the  instant  for  any  exigency 
or  object  which  may  arise ;  according  to  a  definition  of  the 
word  '^  bank,"  in  a  book  of  high  character — *'  a  place  where 
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1842.  money  is  laid  up  to  be  called  for  occasionally/'  It  is  trae^ 
that  the  deposit  is  one  which  the  banker  is  not  bound  to 
return  in  specie;  that  is^  he  satisfies  the  engagement  if  he 
has  always  ready  for  his  customer  a  sum  equal  to  the 
amount  deposited.  That,  however,  I  think  too  thin  and 
narrow  a  distinction  to  render  the  banker  more  in  sub- 
stance than  a  depositary,  though  technically,  a  debtor  as 
well  as  a  depositary.  I  consider,  therefore,  these  two 
««w  iLi^^-^  balances  as  ready  money — ^a  conclusion  at  which,  as  it 
%}/.  ^  •  differs,  though  not  necessarily  from  the  decision,  yet,  from 

an  opinion  expressed  in  Carr  v.  Carr  by  one  of  our  greatest 
judges,  I  have  arrived,  not  without  feelings  of  embarrass- 
ment and  distrust.  But  it  is  my  unavoidable  duty  to  ex- 
press and  act  upon  my  own  opinion  in  the  present  case, 
however  slightly  I  may  and  must  estimate  it  in  comparison 
with  that  of  a  man  such  as  Sir  WilUam  Grant  I  have 
the  relief,  certainly,  of  considering  that  the  view  which  I 
take  seems  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  impression  of  two 
eminent  judges— I  mean  Sir  John  Leach  and  the  present 
Master  of  the  Rolls ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  has  the  right  of 
bringing  my  judgment  under  the  review  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor. 

As  to  the  testator's  securities  and  funded  property,  in 
answer  to  an  observation  which  I  made  during  the  argu- 
ment, it  was  stated  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  he 
claimed,  as  part  of  the  residue,  so  much  of  them  as  sub* 
sequently  to  the  will,  or  subsequently  to  the  codicil  at 
least,  had  been  acquired  by  the  testator.  The  point,  how- 
ever, was  not  much  argued;  and  were  it  in  my  judgment 
incumbent  on  me  to  form  and  act  upon  an  opinion  respect- 
ing it,  I  should  desire  a  further  and  full  argument  upon  it. 
It  appears,  however,  that  throughout  the  cause,  from  its 
original  commencement  until  after  the  frirther  directions  N 

had  been  opened  in  this  Court,  the  original  plaintiff,  the 
present  plaintiff,  and  all  the  other  parties,  have  proceeded 
under  the  impression  that  the  testator,  in  bequeathing  his 
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securities  for  money  and  monies  in  the  funds^  meant  to  1842. 
bequeath^  and  did  bequeath^  all  such  property  of  either 
description,  as  he  might  have  at  his  death ;  and  the  decree 
takes  the  same  yiew :  for  though  it  directs  the  Master,  in 
taking  the  account  of  the  personal  estate,  to  distinguish 
such  part  of  the  testator's  estate  as,  at  the  respective  times 
of  making  his  will  and  of  his  death,  consisted  of  leasehold 
property,  yet  the  immediately  succeeding  sentence  is  thus, 
— ''  And  it  is  ordered,  that  the  said  Master  do  also  dis- 
tinguish such  part  of  the  said  testator's  estate  as  at  the 
time  of  his  death  consisted  of  ready  money,  securities  for 
money,  and  monies  in  the  funds,  from  the  other  parts 
thereof,'^ — a  direction  materially  different  from  that  re- 
specting the  leasehold  estate;  and  though  the  Master  is 
authorized  to  state  any  circumstances  specially  on  all  or 
any  of  the  inquiries,  the  decree  does  not  direct  him  to  find 
what  securities  for  money,  monies  in  the  funds,  or  funded 
property  the  testator  had  at  the  date  of  his  will,  or  of  his 
codicil.  The  report,  accordingly,  though  possibly  furnish- 
ing that  information  indirectly  as  to  securities  for  money, 
does  not  find  or  shew  what,  if  any,  monies  in  the  funds  or 
funded  property  the  testator  at  either  of  those  dates  had. 
Certainly  the  decree  declares  the  inquiries,  which  it  directs 
to  be  without  prejudice  to  any  question  as  to  the  con- 
struction of  the  wiU  and  codicil;  but  I  must  suppose,  that 
had  the  Court  which  pronounced  it  considered  that  the 
bequest  of  the  testator  s  securities  for  money  and  monies 
in  the  funds  might,  by  possible  construction,  or  ought  to 
be,  confined  to  such  of  those  particulars  as  he  had  at  the 
date  of  his  wiU,  or  of  his  codicU,  the  decree  would  not  have 
contained  merely  the  inquiries  which  it  does.  I  must 
suppose  that  the  Court  considered  a  full  answer  to  those 
inquiries  to  be  all  that  would  be  necessary  to  enable  the 
estate  to  be  administered  on  the  further  directions.  Under 
the  circumstances,  I  do  not  consider  it  incumbent  on  me 
to  open,  or  to  treat  as  otherwise  than  settled,  any  question  as 
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1842.  to  the  coBstraction  of  these  words.  Bat^  in  directing  the 
estate  to  be  administered^  as  for  these  reasons  I  doj  upon 
the  footing  that  the  words  ''  securities  for  money  and 
monies  in  the  funds  ^^  mean  all  such  securities  for  money 
and  funded  property  as  the  testator  had  at  his  death,  I  de- 
sire to  be  understood  as  not  declaring  or  intimating,  and, 
indeed,  as  not  having  formed  any  opinion  of  my  own, 
whether  that  is  or  is  not  the  true  construction  of  the  will. 
It  will,  of  course,  be  competent  to  the  plaintiff,  if  so  dis- 
posed, to  have  the  decree  of  the  Vice^ChanceUor  ofEng^ 
land  and  my  decree,  or  either  of  them,  reheard  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor, 

In  support  of  the  construction  as  to  the  fund  for  paying 
the  debts,  and  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  '^  ready 
money,''  for  which  the  plaintiff  has  contended,  it  was 
urged  by  Sir  Ouxrles  WeihereU  in  his  able  argument,  that 
a  different  construction,  as  matters  stood  when  the  will 
was  made,  (the  lapse  having  been  a  subsequent  accident), 
would  impute  to  the  testator  the  intention  in  substance  of 
leaving  to  his  wife  neither  plate,  nor  jewels,  nor  residue 
of  any  kind.  I  may,  however,  in  the  first  place,  observe, 
that  I  very  much  agree  with  Sir  Thomas  Pbimer,  when,  in 
Choat  V.  Yeata  (a),  he  says, — ''  It  is  always  the  safest  mode 
of  construction  to  adhere  to  the  words  of  the  instrument, 
without  considering  either  circumstances  arising  aliunde, 
or  calculations  that  may  be  made  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
property,  and  of  the  consequences  flowing  from  any  par- 
ticular interpretation.''  Secondly,  I  answer,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, if  able  to  obtain,  has  not  obtained  for  the  Court,  and 
the  Court  does  not  possess  more  than  partial  and  defective 
information  respecting  the  amount  and  state  of  the  testa- 
tor's debts,  property,  and  circumstances,  at  the  date  of  his 
will,  or  at  the  date  of  his  codicil.  Kthe  Court  could  under 
any  circumstances  act,  it  has  not  here  the  means  of  acting 

(a)  IJ.  &  W.  104. 


CASES  IN   CHANCERY.  811 

on  anj  notion  of  what  the  testator  had  or  owed  at  either        1842. 
of  those  periods^  or  contemplated  as  the  probable  state  of 
his  affairs  at  his  death. 

As  to  the  chattel  leasehold  property^  alleged  by  some  of 
the  defendants^  and  denied  by  the  plaintiff^  to  have  been 
included  in  the  gift  made  by  the  will  to  the  trustees.  Sir 
Timothy  Shelley  and  Sir  John  Shelley  Sidney,  my  opinion 
remains,  that  the  question,  which  is  merely  legal,  is  not 
sufSciently  dear  of  doubt  to  render  it  improper  for  me  to 
ask  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  law  upon  it.  If  the  facts 
are,  as  I  collect,  agreed,  a  case  will  be  preferable  to  an 
action.  The  case  should  state,  as  I  understand  the  facts 
to  be,  that  the  real  and  leasehold  properties  of  which  the 
testator  was  seised  and  possessed  respectiyely  at  the  date 
of  his  will,  were  exclusively  those  mentioned  in  the  9th 
and  5th  schedules  to  the  report ;  that  he  continued  seised 
and  possessed  of  them  until  and  at  his  death,  and  that  he 
did  not  acquire  any  additional  real  or  leasehold  property 
in  the  interval.  The  schedule  of  the  real  property  without 
its  heading,  the  schedule  of  the  leasehold  property  without 
its  heading,  and  a  copy  of  the  will  and  codicil,  should  be 
embodied  in  the  case ;  and  it  should  state  the  date  of  the 
testator's  death,  and  that  without  prejudice  to  any  question 
of  construction  the  executrix  assented  to  all  the  bequests 
made  by  the  will.  The  question  in  the  case  will  be,  whe- 
ther the  leasehold  properties  mentioned  in  the  5th  schedule, 
or  either  and  which  of  them,  passed  under  the  will  to  Sir 
Timothy  SheUey  and -Sir  John  Shelley  Sidney. 

The  costs  of  the  suit  of  all  parties  to  the  present  time 
must  be  paid  out  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  except 
that  so  far  as  the  costs  have  been  increased  by  any  shares 
of  the  property  having  been  assigned  or  incumbered,  that 
addition  to  the  costs  must  fall  wholly  on  the  shares  so  as- 
signed or  incumbered  respectively.  Let  minutes  be  pre- 
pared, as  probably  they  can  without  any  di£Giculty  be,  upon 
the  basis  of  what  I  have  now  said,  and  I  will  hear  them 
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spoken  to  on  this  daj  week.  On  which  occasion^  if  any 
question  shall  be  made  whether  the  bequest  of  the  testator's 
securities  for  money  carries  or  includes  the  interest  upon 
them  due  at  his  death,  I  will  hear  that  question,  (as  it  has 
not  yet  been)  argued.  My  present  impression  is,  that  the 
interest  should  go  with  the  principal. 

It  may  also  be  conyenient,  possibly,  to  the  bar  to  men- 
tion, that  among  the  cases,  besides  those  eited  in  the  argu- 
ment, at  which  I  have  looked,  are  these : — Phillips  ▼.  Ea»U 
wood  (a) ;  Browne  v.  Groombridge  {h) ;  Hawley  v.  Ouits  (c) ; 
HoTCOurt  V.  Morgan  {d) ;  Doe  d.  Evans  y.  Evans  (e) ;  Edwards 
V.  Bames{f)\  Jones  v.  Curry  (g) ;  Webb  y.  Homwr  (*). 


(a)  LI.  &  G.  temp.  Sugd.  270. 
\h)  4  Madd.  495. 
(e)  2  Freem,  24. 
(lO  2  Keen,  274. 


(e)  9  Ad.  &  EU.  719. 

(/)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  252. 

{g)  1  Swanft  ee;  1  J.  Wik.  24. 

(A)l  Jac.a;W.d62« 


March  3rd, 

AJS^  Testator  gaye 
the  residue  of 
his  personal  es- 
tate to  his  exe- 
cutors, in  tnistt 
to  be  from  time 


Caldecott  v.  Caldbcott. 

John  caldecott  by  his  will  gaye  and  deyised  to  his 
wife  in  addition  to  the  jointure  secured  to  her  by  her  mar- 
riage settlement,  all  that  his  manor  of  Little  Lawford,  and 


to  time,  as  they  should  think  best,  tamed  into  monies  for  the  payment  of  hia  debts  and  kgadn ; 
and  sal^ject  thereto  he  directed  them  from  time  to  time  to  inyest  the  same,  with  all  aocvma- 
Uting  prodnoe,  fai  the  pnrchase  of  other  lends,  to  be  situated  as  oonyenientlj  as  might  be  to 
certain  real  estates  derised  b j  him  in  a  former  part  of  his  will ;  and  his  will  was,  that  sodi 
purchased  premises  should  be  oonTcyed  to  the  same  nses  &c.  as  his  derised  lands ;  and  that  the 
uiterest  and  produce  of  his  said  personal, estate,  which  should  from  time  to  time  ariae  and  be 
made  before  and  until  the  said  moncj  should  be  so  inyested,  should  be  paid  to  the  person  who 
would  be  entitled,  under  the  trusts  of  his  will,  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises  if 
actoall  J  purchased,  as  an  addition  thereto : — HM^  that,  subject  to  the  usual  prorisions  for  the 
payment  of  the  testator's  debts  end  legacies,  the  tenant  for  lifo  was  entitled  to  the  income,  as 
from  the  testator's  death,  of  such  parts  of  his  personal  estate  as  ware  at  the  time  of  hia  death, 
end  had  since  remained  in  such  inTestments  as  would  haye  been  recognised  by  the  Court  as 
proper ;  but  that,  with  regard  to  such  parts  of  hia  penooal  estate  as  wen  at  the  time  of  Us 
death,  and  had  since  remained  in  suoi  inyestments  as  could  not  be  so  recognised,  the  rule 
applied  by  Lord  Eldtm  to  leasehold  property  in  Oihttm  y.  Boii^  (7  Yes.  S9),  and  by  Sir  IT. 
Grw^i  to  copyhold  in  WvXktr  y.  £Aort,  (19  Yes.  387),  must  be  applied  in  thia  case. 

An  express  direction,  by  a  testator,  for  the  conyenion  and  for  inyestment  of  his  personal 
property,  from  time  to  time  as  trustees  may  think  fit,  will  not  necessarily  preyent  the  operation 
of  tne  general  rule,  that  where  personal  property  is  giyen  in  a  series  of  fimitations,  it  shall  be  in- 
yested in  such  securities  as  are  approyed  of  by  a  court  of  equity  for  the  beneit  of  ptvties 
Interested  in  remainder  after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life. 
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hit  ri^t  of  fidMTfr  in  the  river  Avon  there;  and  all  that  1B42; 
his  dweUing-house  called  Holbrook  Ghrange,  with  the  ap-  clhhmcwrf 
purtenances  and  certain  pieces  of  land  within  the  manor  ^  *• 
of  Little  Lawford,  (which  were  specified  in  the  will),  and 
all  those  his  grounds  situate  in  Long  Lawford,  in  the  par 
rish  of  NewboUUnpon-Avon,  which  he  purchaied  of  the 
heirs  of  Thomas  Bennett,  and  certain  open  grounds  there, 
(an  which  prenuses,  together  with  other  lands,  were  in  his 
own  occupation),  and  also  a  certain  messuage  and  cottages 
and  dose  in  Long  Lawford,  in  the  occupation  of  certain 
persons  named,  to  the  intent  that  his  wife  might  have  the 
and  eiqoyment  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  pre- 
during  her  life,  in  case  she  should  so  long  continue 
his  widow,and  should  like  to  make  the  said  Orange  her  prin* 
dpal  plaee  of  residence;  but  in  case  she  should  prefer  leaving 
the  same  and  living  elsewhere,  then  he  gave  to  her  (in  lieu 
of  his  dwellii^-house,  lands,  and  premises),  during  the  re- 
mainder of  her  life  and  state  of  widowhood,  an  annuity  or 
yearly  rent-charge  of  £400,  to  be  payable  out  of  his  said 
estate;  and  subject  as  aforesaid,  he  gave  and  devised 
his  said  manor  or  royalty,  right  of  fishery,  mansion-house, 
grounds,  and  hereditaments,  with  his  water  corn-mill,  and 
other  his  lands  and  premises  within  the  several  parishes, 
hamlets,  and  liberties  oi  Newbold-upon-Avon,  Long  Law- 
ford,  Little  Lawford,  Kittle  Harborough,  and  in  Rugby, 
Bilton,  and  Bretford,  in  the  parish  of  Wolston,  all  in  the 
said  county  of  Warwick,  to  the  use  of  his  nephew  Charles 
Marriott  Caldecott  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to 
preserve  the  contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  the 
first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  C.  M.  Caldecott  successively 
in  tail  male,  with  remainder  over  in  fiftvour  of  the  other 
nephews  of  the  testator,  in  strict  settlement.  And  the  tes- 
tator gave  to  his  wife  to  her  sole  use  certain  specified  books^ 
a  pianoforte,  his  carriages,  horses,  and  if  she  had  occasion 
for  them,  his  farming  implements,  and  also  his  wine  and 
other  liquors^  and  all  eatables  and  such-like  perishable 
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1842.  articles  that  might  be  in  and  about  his  dwelling-house  and 
premises^  and  also  the  disposal^  as  she  should  think  properj. 
of  Ids  clothes  and  wearing  apparel ;  he  also  gave  to  his  ne« 
phew  John  Thomas  Caldecott  his  gold  watch^  and  aU  such 
other  articles  for  such  like  use  or  ornament  as  he,  with  the 
approval  of  his  the  testator's  wife^  should  be  desirous  of 
possessing;  and  as  to  his  books^  pictures^  plate^  lineuj 
china^  household  goods  and  furniture,  and  all  other  his 
personal  chattels  in  and  about  his  dwelling-house  or  its 
appurtenances,  and  not  disposed  of  by  his  will,  or  any 
codicil  or  codicils  belonging  thereto,  he  gave  the  same  to 
his  executors,  but  in  trust  only,  and  his  desire  was  that  they 
should  be  used  and  continued  as  heir-looms  to  his  dweU- 
ing-house,  as  far  as  the  same  by  the  rules  of  law  might  be 
permitted.  The  testator  then,  after  giving  several  small 
legacies  to  his  servants  and  labourers,  gave  and  bequeathed 
to  his  wife  to  her  own  use  the  sum  of  JEIOOO,  of  which  he 
wished  the  first  half  to  be  paid  her  as  soon  as  conveniently 
might  be  after  his  decease,  and  the  remaining  half  within 
twelve  months  next  after  his  decease ;  and  he  declared  that 
she  should  be  entitled  to  all  such  canal  navigation  shares 
which  should  at  the  time  of  his  decease  be  standing  in  her 
name  in  trust  for  her;  and  in  case  his  wife's  income  from 
the  canal  property  which  she  shoidd  possess  at  the  time  of 
his  decease  should  in  any  year  during  her  widowhood  fall 
short  of  its  then  present  estimated  income  of  £320  per  an- 
num, he  thereby  directed  that  such  deficiency  should  be 
from  time  made  up  to  her  out  of  the  residue  of  his  per- 
sonal  estate,  and  to  be  payable  to  her  by  his  executors 
after  named.  The  testator  then,  after  bequeathing  several 
pecuniary  legacies,  proceeded  as  follows : — ''  I  also  give  to 
my  executors  and  trustees  eight  of  my  Grand  Junction 
Canal  Shares,  to  the  intent  that  they  shall  receive  and  pay 
the  dividends  and  annual  produce  thereof  to  my  said  wife, 
or  otherwise  permit  her  to  receive  the  same  so  long  as  she 
shall  continue  my  widow,  and  shall  choose  to  make  Hoi- 
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brook  Grange  her  principal  place  of  residence,  to  the  in-        1842. 
tent  the  same  may  be  applied  in  repairing  and  keeping  in    calwbcott 
neat  order  and  improving  condition  mj  said  dwelling*  *• 

house  and  its  appurtenances,  as  well  as  the  several  walks 
and  plantations  belonging  to  it;  and  subject  thereto,  my 
will  is,  that  my  said  canal  shares  shall  be  deemed  part 
of  my  personal  estate,  and  shall  be  disposable  as  such: 
wkd  as  to  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  I  give  the  same 
to  my  executors  in  trust,  to  be  by  them  from  time  to  time 
as  they  shall  think  best,  turned  into  monies  for  the  pay- 
ment of  my  debts  and  legacies,  as  well  those  given  by  this 
my  will,  as  those  which  I  may  hereafter  give  by  any  codi- 
cil or  codicils ;  subject  thereto,  I  direct  my  said  executors 
and  trustees  from  time  to  time  to  lay  out  and  invest  the 
same,  with  all  accumulating  produce,  in  the  purchase  of 
other landsandhereditaments,  to  be  situated  as  conveniently 
as  may  be  to  my  said  estates  in  the  parish  of  Newbold- 
upon- Avon;  and  my  will  is,  that  all  such  purchased  premises 
should  be  conveyed  to  the  same  uses,  and  under  the  same 
limitations  and  powers,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  then 
state  of  circumstances  will  admit,  as  my  present  lands  and 
hereditaments  are  limited  to ;  and  my  will  frirther  is,  that 
the  interest  and  produce  of  my  said  personal  estate  which 
shall  from  time  to  time  arise  and  be  made  before  and  un- 
til the  said  monies  shall  be  invested,  shall  be  paid  to  the 
person  or  persons  who  would  be  entitled  under  the  trusts 
of  this  my  will  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands 
and  hereditaments,  if  actually  purchased,  and  as  an  addi- 
tion thereto.  And  I  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  my 
said  dear  wife  Ann  Caldecott  during  her  widowhood,  and 
my  said  nephew  John  Thomas  Caldecott,  and  the  said 
Charles  Marriott  Caldecott,  from  the  time  he  shall  return 
into  this  country  fit)m  his  present  residence  in  the  East 
Indies,  joint  executors  of  this  my  will/' 
The  testator  made  several  codicils  to  his  will,  which  did 
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1842.  not  affect  the  question  now  before  the  Court,  and  died  on 
^Z:^    the  10th  October,  1839. 

The  bill  was  filed  hj  Charles  Marriott  Caldecott  against 
Ann  Caldecott,  John  Thomas  Caldecott,  and  the  first  te- 
nant in  tail,  charging  that  the  testator  had  left  a  large  re- 
siduary personal  estate,  which  ought  to  be  laid  out  in  the 
purchase  of  lands,  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses  to  which 
the  testator's  lands  and  premises  in  the  parishes  of  New- 
bold-upon-Avon,  Long  Lawford,  &c.,  were  limited  by  the 
general  devise  contained  in  the  said  will ;  that  the  plaintiff 
as  tenant  for  life  of  such  lands  and  hereditaments  under 
the  said  wiU,  was  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  said  testa- 
tor's residuary  personal  estate  to  arise  during  his  life,  or 
imtil  such  purchases  as  aforesaid  could  be  made;  that  the 
testator's  residuary  personal  estate  consisted  in  part  of 
stocks,  fimds,  and  securities,  shares  in  canal  and  other 
companies,  and  other  premises  which  had  produced  income 
since  the  testator's  death,  and  that  such  income  ought  to 
be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  and  further  charging  that  the 
messuages  and  hereditaments  devised  by  the  will  to  the  tes- 
tator's widow  for  life  or  widowhood,  were  by  no  means  the 
principal  part  of  his  estates  in  Newbold-upon-Avon,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  tenant  for  life  of  by  fisur  the  greater 
part  of  such  estates  under  the  general  devise. 

The  bill  prayed  that  the  will  and  codicils  of  the  testator 
might  be  established,  and  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into 
execution :  that  the  necessary  accounts  might  be  taken, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  declared  entitled  from  the 
testator's  decease  to  the  income  of  the  testator's  residuary 
personal  estate  during  his  life,  or  until  the  same  should  be 
laid  out  according  to  the  directions  of  the  will. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  on  the 
6th  February,  1841,  when  it  was  declared,  that,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  the  will,  the  residue  of  the  tes- 
tator's personal  estate  ought  to  be  laid  out  and  invested  in 
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the  puTcliase  of  hereditaments^  to  be  aitaated  as  conve-  1842. 
niently  as  might  be  to  the  testator's  estates  in  Newbold- 
upon-Avon,  and  to  be  settled  to  the  same  nses  as  those 
estates  stood  limited  to  by  the  general  devise.  And  after 
provisions  made  for  taking  the  nsual  acconnts  in  an  ad- 
ministration suit,  it  was  by  the  decree  ordered^  that  the 
Master  should  ascertain  and  state  of  what  the  residuary 
estate  of  the  testator  consisted^  and  what  part  thereof 
consisted  of  principal^  and  what  part  of  income  accrued 
since  the  testator's  death ;  and  he  was  to  distinguish  what 
part  of  such  income  accrued  during  the  first  year  after  the 
testator's  decease,  without  prejudice  to  any  question  touch- 
ing such  income. 

The  Master  made  his  report,  in  the  seventh  schedule  of 
which  he  set  forth  an  account  of  such  part  of  the  testator's 
residuary  personal  estate  as  appeared  to  him  to  consist  of 
principal,  and  he  found  the  net  amount  received  on  ac- 
count of  income  on  such  residuary  personal  estate  during 
the  first  year  after  the  testator's  death  to  be  £1903,  and 
the  net  amount  of  income  subsequent  to  such  first  year  to 
be  £1807. 

The  seventh  schedule  of  the  Master's  report  comprised 
shares  in  various  canals,  several  life  and  fire  insurance 
shares,  bank  stock,  three  legal  mortgages,  and  an  equitable 
mortgage  on  land,  several  mortgages  on  turnpike  tolls,  and 
a  promissory  note.  The  promissory  note  and  some  of  the 
canal  shares  were  stated  by  the  Master  to  be  of  no  value. 

From  another  schedule  to  his  report,  it  appeared  that 
some  of  the  canal  shares  had  been  sold. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on  further  direc- 
tions. 

Mr.  Koe  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  plaintiff. — The 
plaintiff  is  entitled  from  the  testator's  death  to  the  whole 
actual  income  of  the  residuary  estate,  in  whatever  fund  it 
is  invested,  until  a  conversion  of  it  takes  place.    The  gift 

VOL.  I.  Y  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  to  him  is  a  specific  legacy  of  the  income  of  the  personalty^ 
until  it  is  laid  out  in  land ;  and  the  case  comes  within  the 
observations  of  Lord  Cottenham  in  Pickering  v.  Picker-' 
ing  {a)i  Which  are  to  the  effect^  that^  where  there  is  a  clear 
intention  on  the  face  of  the  will  that  the  tenant  for  life 
shall  enjoy  the  income^  the  Court  will  permit  him  to  do  so, 
though  at  the  expense  of  the  remainder-man.  Howe  t. 
Lord  Dartmouth  {b)  proceeded  on  the  absence  of  any  de- 
clared intention  of  the  testator  on  this  point.  Here  the 
testator  directs  expressly  that  the  interest  and  produce  of 
his  personalty,  before  any  investment  in  land  shall  be  made, 
shall  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persons  who  would  be  en- 
titled to  the  rents  and  profits  if  the  investment  were 
actually  made.  [The  Vice- Chancellor  here  mentioned 
Angerstein  v.  Martin  (c),  and  observed,  that  he  never  was 
satisfied  that  in  that  case  Lord  Eldon  meant  to  give  the 
tenant  for  life  the  income  of  the  Russian  bonds.  His 
Honour  also  referred  to  Gibeon  v.  Bott  (d)  and  Dimee  v. 
Scott  {e)].  In  Dimes  v.  Scotty  there  was  a  direct  trust  for 
investment,  and  no  gift  of  any  part  of  the  income  tiU  the 
investment  was  made.  Here  a  conversion  is  directed,  but 
for  a  special  and  particular  purpose  only.  The  testator 
gives  his  residue  to  his  executors,  to  be  from  time  to  time 
converted  into  money  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  lega- 
cies, and  subject  thereto,  he  gives  them  a  discretion  from 
time  to  time  to  invest  the  money  in  the  purchase  of  land. 
Then  there  is  a  gift  of  the  income  before  the  time  appointed 
for  the  investment,  a  circumstance  which  distinguishes 
this  case  from  many  others,  and  relieves  it  of  the  difSculty 
which  occurred  in  Dimes  v.  Scott,  and  La  Terriere  v.  Bui- 
mer  (/),  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  income  during  the  first 
year  after  the   testator^s  death.      Besides,  the  interest 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  C.  289;  2  Beav.  {d)  7  Yea.  89. 

31.  (tf)  4  Rus8.  195. 

(6)  7  Ves,  137.  If)  2  Sim.  18. 
(c)  Turn.  &  Roas.  232. 
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giyen  to  the  tenant  for  life^  is  not  the  interest  of  money,  1943. 
but  the  interest  of  the  testator's  personal  estate.  The  tes- 
tator had  in  lus  mind  something  contradistinguished  from 
monejr.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  what  might  have 
been  done  with  wearing  out  securities  in  the  present  case. 
There  are  no  leaseholds^  or  other  securities  of  that  nature. 
ISie  canal  shares  are  a  permanent  ftmd^  and  the  testatoTj 
by  a  clause  in  his  will^  prior  to  the  residuary  clause,  ex- 
pressly directs  that  certain  canal  shares  shall  remain  in 
their  then  state  of  investment  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow. 
It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  he  meant  that  this  part  of  Ids 
estate,  at  least,  should  remain  unconverted,  and  no  part 
was  to  be  converted  except  at  the  discretion  of  the  trus- 
tees. They  were  to  convert  ''from  time  to  time.''  Some 
objection  may  perhaps  be  made  to  this  construction,  aris- 
ing from  the  words  "  accumulating  produce."  But  those 
words  may  well  apply  to  such  parts  of  the  testator's  pro- 
perty, as,  according  to  the  Master's  finding,  produce  no 
income.  At  all  events,  they  cannot  apply  to  the  income  of 
his  personal  estate  generally,  because  that  is  bequeathed 
by  the  subsequent  clause. 

Upon  the  question,  from  what  time  the  enjoyment  of 
the  income  by  the  tenant  for  life  commences,  the  cases 
appear  to  resolve  themselves  into  two  classes.  One  is, 
where  there  is  an  express  direction  to  convert  and  invest, 
but  where,  if  the  will  be  taken  literally,  there  is  no  gift 
until  investment,  the  testator  being  silent  as  to  the  dispo- 
sal of  the  income  between  his  death  and  the  time  of  con- 
version. In  such  cases,  the  gift  arises  by  implication,  the 
property  being  considered  as  converted  at  the  end  of  one 
year  from  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life :  Gibson  v.  Bott  (a) . 
[The  Vice^ChanceUor. — It  does  not  appear  from  the  report 
of  that  case,  what  interest  the  tenant  for  life  was  held  to 
take  in  the  property,  other  than  the  leaseholds,  between 

(a)  7  Ves,  89. 
y2 
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1842.        the  testator's  death  and  the  conversion  (a) .]  The  other  lead- 
Q^^^^^^^^     uig  authorities  of  this  ckss  are  Taylor  v.  IRbbert  (i).  La 
»•  Terriere  v.  Bulmer  (c),   Vickers  v.  Scott  (d),  and   Taylor 

V.  Clarke  {e),  [The  Vice-ChanceUor. — ^Does  a  direction  to 
invest  do  more  than  the  law  would  e£Fect  without  such  a  di- 
rection ?  Is  there  any  real  distinction  between  the  cases  on 
that  point  ?]  The  distinction  was  acted  upon  in  Alcock  v. 
Skper  {f),  and  seems  to  have  been  recognised  in  Douglas 
V.  Congreve  {g).  There  it  was  held  upon  the  express  terms 
of  the  will^  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  in- 
come of  the  residue^  as  it  stood  invested  at  the  death  of 
the  testator^  for  the  year  succeeding  his  death.  [The 
Vice-Chancellor. — In  Taylor  v.  Clarke,  the  Vice-Chancellor 
Wigram  expressed  his  opinion  that  Douglas  v.  Congreve 
and  Dimes  v.  Scott  could  not  stand  together.]  In  all 
those  cases  there  was  a  difficulty  arising  from  the  Court 
having  to  deal  with  an  implication.  But  that  difficulty 
does  not  exist  here^  because  here  the  testator  expressly 
gives  the  income  till  the  investment  takes  place. 

The  other  class  of  cases  is  that  of  which  Howe  v.  Lord 
Dartmouth  is  the  principal^  in  which  there  is  a  gift  of  the 

(a)  Nor  does  it  appear  from  the  unsold,  as  the  same  was  at  the  time 

Registrar's  book.     The  following  of  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  and 

is  part  of  the  decree : — "  His  Lord-  compute  interest  thereon  at  the 

ship  doth  declare,  that  the  tenants  rate  of  £4  per  centum  per  annum 

for  life  of  the  property  which  the  from  that  time  ;  and  it  is  ordered 

testator,  Thomas  Dowson,  by  his  that  the  said  Master  do  take  an  ac- 

will  directed  to  be  converted  into  count  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 

money  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  said  testator,  not  specifically  be- 

be  after  his  decease,  are  entitled  to  queatlied,  come  to  the  hands  of  the 

the  interest  upon  £4100  Bank  £3  plaintiffs,  and  to  the   defendants 

per  Cent.  Annuities,  and  on£l2,000  Henry  Bott,  &c."    R.  L.  1801,  A. 

Reduced  Annuities,  admitted  to  be  fo.  1030. 

the  produce  of  such  property,  from  (6)  1  J.  &  W.  308. 

the  time  the  same  were  respectively  (c)  2  Sim.  18. 

purchased;  and  doth  order  and  de-  {d)  3  M.  &  K.  500. 

cree  it  to  be  referred  to  the  Master  (e)  1  Hare,  161. 

to  set  a  vahie  on  the  leasehold  pro-  {/)  2  M.  &  K.  699. 

perty  of  the  said  testator  remaining  {g)  1  Keen,  410. 
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residue  to  parties  in  succession^  the  will  being  silent  as  to  1842. 
conversion,  and  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  say  whether 
the  whole  fund  is  to  be  melted,  to  use  Lord  Eldon^s  ex- 
pression, or  to  be  enjoyed  specifically.  The  law  is  settled 
in  those  cases,  that  the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  the 
income  in  some  shape  or  other  from  the  death  of  the  testa- 
tor. That  was  doubted  in  SUwell  y.  Bernard  (a),  but  is 
now  settled.  It  has  been  decided  in  later  cases  that  slight 
circumstances  shall  be  sufficient  to  make  the  gift  specific. 
BetJmne  v.  Kennedy  (&),  Collins  y.  ColHna  {c),  Goodenough  v. 
TVemamondo  {d). 

Upon  the  whole,  it  is  submitted  that  the  present  case 
must  be  ranked  between  the  two  classes ;  that  the  conver- 
sion which  the  testator  directs  in  this  case  is  merely  a  con- 
version to  be  made  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  this  Court  to  call  upon  them  to  exer- 
cise that  discretion  in  a  proper  manner;  that  consequently 
the  tenant  for  life  is  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  property 
as  it  stands,  until  this  Court  directs  the  trustees  to  exercise 
their  discretion,  or,  at  all  events,  until  the  end  of  one  year 
after  the  testator's  death. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Vice-Chancelhr  re- 
fierred  to  Holland  v.  Hughes  {e)  and  Walker  v.  Shore  (J). 

Mr.  Spence,  Mr.  Bird,  and  Mr.  Metca^e,  appeared  for 
the  principal  defendants. 

(a)  6  Yes.  520.  29th   Sept.  1811,  when  the  pur- 

(h)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  114.  chases  of  the  said  estates  which 

(c)  UBinmilUJt^^*^  7^^'  were  sold  were  to  have  been  com- 

(<0  fl  Ml  h  fci  790. 3Jiem^.S/2  pleted;  and  his  Honour  doth  de- 

(e)  1 6  Yes.  111.  clare,  that  the  plaintiffis  entitled  to 

(/)  19  Yes.  387.     The  follow-  receive  interest  on  such  sum  as  the 

ing  is  part  of  the  decree  in  that  Master  shall  find  to  have  been  the 

case : — '*  It  is  ordered,   that  the  fair  value  of  such  unsold  estates  at 

Master  do  inquire  what  parts  of  the  the  period  aforesaid,  after  the  rate 

said  estates  remain  unsold,  and  to  of  £4  per  centum  per  annum,  from 

ascertain  what  was  the  value  of  the  said  29th  September,  1811." 

such  lastrmentioned  estotes  on  the  R.  L.  1814,  B.  fo.  1832. 
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1842.  Thb  Vicb-Chancbllob. — ^A  complete  pronskm  for  the 

respectiTe  rights  of  the  t^oant  for  life^  and  those  entitled 
in  remainder^  cannot  now  be  made.  There  not  being  in- 
formation on  which  the  Court  can  finaUj  deal  with  tiie 
whole  question^  there  must  be  some  further  inquiry. 

It  has  been  contended  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  testator 
has  here  expressed  such  an  intention  as  was  gathered  from 
the  particular  language  of  the  wills  in  Bethune  v.  Keimedgy 
Cottina  v.  Collins,  and  Pickering  v.  Pickering;  vis.  that 
though  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate  is  given  in  suc- 
cession to  several  persons,  yet  the  ordinary  rule  of  law 
should  not  apply,  and  that  a  portion  of  the  residue  should 
remain  either  absolutely  or  during  a  limited  period  in  the 
state  in  which  it  was  at  the  testator's  death.  When  such 
an  intention  is  to  be  collected  from  a  will,  it  is  to  be  acted 
upon;  though,  as  a  general  rule,  no  doubt,  where  a  tes- 
tator subjects  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  to  a  series 
of  limitations,  without  any  particular  direction  as  to  the 
investment  or  mode  of  enjoyment,  it  is  clear  that  the  re- 
sidue must  be  placed  ia  such  a  state  of  investment  as  to 
be  securely  available  for  all  persons  interested  in  it, — as, 
for  instance,  in  Government  perpetual  annuities,  or  upon 
mortgage  of  freehold  estates. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  in  this  case 
is  entitled  to  call  on  the  Court  to  depart  froia  the  ordinary 
rule.  The  testator  begins  his  residuary  clause  thus: — 
"  As  to  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  I  give  the  same 
to  my  executors,^'  (this,  as  far  as  it  goes,  is  favourable  to 
the  general  rule,  and  unfavourable  to  the  exception),  "  in 
trust,  to  be  by  them  from  time  to  time,  as  they  shall  think 
fit,  turned  into  monies  for  the  payment  of  my  debts  and 
legacies,  as  well  those  given  by  this  my  will  as  those  which 
I  may  hereafter  give  by  any  codicil  or  codicils.''  I  cannot 
read  these  words  as  expressing  more  than  the  law  would 
direct  or  imply  without  them.  He  goes  on, — ''  And  sub- 
ject thereto,  I  direct  my  said  executors  and  trustees  from 
time  to  time  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same,  with  all  ac- 
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eajniilating  produce,  in  the  purchase  of  lands/^  Now  it  i» 
saidj  that  the  word  ''  same''  here  meana  the  specific  per- 
sonalty which  he  might  haye  at  his  death.  I  think,  how- 
ever, that  this  would  be  too  speculative  a  constmetion  of  the 
will,  and  that  the  dauae  points  to  nothing  but  the  general 
purpose  of  the  executors  doing  their  duty  in  the  ordinary 
way,  and  does  not  take  the  case  out  of  the  ordinary  rule. 
I  shall  presently  notice  the  words  "  accumulating  produce/' 
He  goes  on  to  direct,  that  all  such  purchased  prenusea 
shall  be  conveyed  to  the  same  uses,  as  nearly  as  possible, 
as  his  present  lands  are  limited  to,  and  that  the  interest 
and  produce  of  "  my  said  personal  estate,''  which  means 
the  residue  of  his  perscmal  estate,  "  which  shall  from  time 
to  time  arise  and  be  made  before  and  until  the  said  monies 
shall  be  invested,  shall  be  paid  to  the  person  or  persons 
who  would  be  entitled,  under  the  trusts  of  this  my  will,  to 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  lands  and  hereditaments 
if  actually  purchased,  and  as  an  addition  thereto."  Here 
the  word  "  invested"  means  invested  in  the  purchase  of 
land.  I  have  already  said,  that,  judging  firom  what  has 
gone  before,  he  did  not  mean  the  general  rule  of  law  to  be 
departed  from.  Do  we  collect  any  snch  intention  here? 
The  words  "  personal  estate  "  mean,  as  I  have  said,  what- 
ever remains  after  providing  for  the  charges.  Nor  can  I 
discover  here  anything  peculiar  or  extraordinary — any- 
thmg  denoting  more  than  ordinary  adminiatration,  ac- 
cording to  the  common  course  of  law.  The  expressions, 
in  my  mind,  carry  the  case  no  farther  than  if  the  testator 
had  not  used  them  at  all. 

And  though  primd  facie  it  might  seem,  if  there  were 
nothing  beyond  the  words  "  accumulating  produce,"  as  if 
the  nde  in  SUweU  v.  Bernard  applied,  and  that  they 
meant  the  first  year's  income,  yet,  when  we  find,  in  com- 
bination with  those  words,  a  direction  that  "  the  interest 
and  produce  of  the  testator's  personal  estate  which  shall 
from  time  to  time  arise  and  be  made  before  and  until  th^ 
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1842.  said  monies  shaU  be  inyested/'  shall  be  paid  to  tbe  person 
or  persons  who  would  be  entitled  to  tbe  rents  and  profits 
of  tbe  land  if  actually  purchased^  I  tbink  tbat  tbej  make 
no  difference. 

A^  p  yjy  Tben  tbe  question  arises^  supposing  tbis  view  of  tbe 

case  to  be  correctj  wbat  is  tbe  extent  of  tbe  interest  of  tbe 
tenant  for  life?  First,  tbe  will  must  be  dealt  witb  upon 
tbe  footing  tbat  tbe  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  tbe  debts  and  legacies,  (as  to  principal),  must  be  borne 
by  tbe  capital — ^tbe  interest  upon  tbe  debts  and  legacies 
by  tbe  tenant  for  life  during  bis  time.  A  declaration, 
tberefore,  to  tbat  effect,  tbougb  perbaps  superfluous,  will, 
I  tbink,  not  be  wrong.  Subject  to  tbat,  I  bave  no  hesita- 
tion, upon  tbis  will,  in  giving  tbe  tenant  for  life,  as  from 
tbe  deatb  of  tbe  testator,  tbe  income  of  sucb  parts  of  tbe 
personal  estate  as  were  at  bis  deatb,  and  bave  remained, 
in  a  state  of  investment  wbicb  ought  to  be  recognised  and 
allowed  to  be  continued  by  tbis  Court.  Tbis,  possibly, 
may  be  tbe  case  witb  tbe  canal  shares. 

Witb  regard  to  those  parts  of  tbe  personal  estate  wbicb 
neither  were  at  tbe  testator's  deatb,  nor  bave  since  been, 
in  sucb  a  state  of  investment  as  ought  to  be  recognised 
and  allowed  to  be  continued  by  this  Court,  I  am  of  opinion 
tbat  sucb  a  rule  ought  to  be  applied  as  was  applied  by 
Lord  Eldon  to  leaseholds  in  Gibson  v.  Bott^  and  by  Sir 
William  Grant  to  tbe  copyholds  in  Walker  v.  Shore,  to  wbicb 
I  bave  already  referred. 

It  appears  to  me  that  these  two  principles  will  dispose 
of  every  thing  that  is  to  be  found  in  tbe  seventh  schedule. 
With  respect,  tberefore,  to  that  part  of  tbe  case — 

REFBft  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state,  whether  the  canal  shares 
mentioned  in  the  seventh  schedule,  or  any  and  which  of  them,  were  at 
the  testator's  death,  and  whether  the  same,  or  any  and  which  of  them, 
have  ever  since  continued  to  he,  and  whether  the  same,  or  any  and 
which  of  them,  now  are  fit  and  proper  permanent  investments  for  the 
purposes  of  the  said  testator's  wiU,  as  parts  of  his  residuaiy  personal 
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estate,  having  regard  to  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  parties  therein, 
until  the  same,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  shall  he  laid  out  in  the  purchase 
of  real  estate ;  and  whether  it  is  fit  and  proper,  and  whether  it  will  he  for 
the  benefit  of  all  parties  interested,  that  the  said  canal  shares,  or  any  and 
which  of  them,  should  now  he  sold.  Let  the  Master  inquire  and  state 
what  was  the  value  of  the  canal  shares  respectively  at  the  testator's  death, 
and  what  was  their  value  respectively  at  the  end  of  a  year  from  the  tes- 
tator's death.  Direct  the  insurance  shares  to  he  sold,  and  let  the  pro- 
ceeds he  brought  into  Court  to  a  separate  account.  Let  the  Master  inr 
quire  and  state  what  was  the  value  of  the  insurance  shares  at  the  death 
of  the  testator,  and  what  was  their  value  at  the  end  of  a  year  after  the 
death  of  the  testator.  Let  the  bank  stock  he  sold,  with  like  inquiries  as 
to  value.  Like  inquiries  as  to  mortgages  (except  equitable  mortgages) 
as  in  the  case  of  the  canal  shares.  Let  the  Master  inquire  and  report 
what  ought  to  he  done  with  the  equitable  mortgage  for  £6000,  and 
whether  the  security  for  the  same  can  in  any,  and  what  respect,  he  im- 
proved, and  what  ought  to  be  done  in  respect  thereof,  Like  direction,  as 
to  the  mortgages  of  tolls,  as  in  the  case  of  the  insurance  shares.  With 
regard  to  the  canal  shares  which  were  sold,  let  the  Master  inquire  and 
state  what  they  were  sold  for  respectively,  and  what  was  their  value  at  the 
testator's  death,  and  what  was  their  value  at  the  end  of  a  year  from  the 
testator's  death.  Let  £2000  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life,  on  account  of 
his  interest  in  the  income  of  the  residuary  estate,  without  prejudice,  and 
subject  to  such  order  as  may  hereafter  be  made. 


1842. 
Calbbcott 

9. 
CAUinCOTT. 
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1842. 

March  lOO, 
lUh. 


3^1 


H.  being  a  dU 
rector  of  a 
joint-fltock 


chasing,  hiring, 
and  employ- 
ment of  flteam- 
▼eaaela,  pur* 
chases  a  ves- 
sel for  ;f  1340, 


Between  John  Bbnson^  Lbwis  Mau8sb^  David  Cannan^ 
and  Charles  Sanderson^  on  behalf  of  themselves^  and 
all  other  the  Proprietors  or  Shareholders  of  the  Bahia 
Stbam  Navigation  Company,  Plaintiffs; 

and 

Joseph  Liowsll  Heathorn^  George  Nelthorpe,  Ri- 
chard Thornton  Brown,  Tanfield  Vachell,  Thomas 
Farncomb,  and  Thomas  Farmer,  Defendants. 

IN  June,  1838,  the  phdntiffiB  and  several  other  persons 
agreed  to  form  themselves  into  a  society  or  partnership 
buS^V  *£'  ^^'  ^^  purpose  of  building,  purchasing,  hiring,  and  em- 
bniiding,  pur-  ploying  stcam  and  other  vessels  to  convey  and  carry  goods 
and  passengers  in  the  bay  and  waters  of  the  province  of 
Bahia,  and  elsewhere  along  the  coast  of  Brazil,  and  to 
and  from  such  other  parts  and  places  as  the  directors  for 
and  afterwards  the  time  bci&g  of  the  said  society  or  partnership  might  see 
company  as  fit,  and  to  charter,  hire,  hold,  and  possess  ships  or  shares 
for"£i500°^"'  therein  for  the  purposes  above  mentioned,  and  for  all  pur- 
charging  the      poses  incident  thereto;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  defend- 

company  with 

commission  at    ants  should  be  the  first  directors  of  the  company. 

the SroWs'        ^Y!\nA  agreement  was  carried  into  effect  by  a  deed  of  set- 

eamest  money, 

and  the  expenses  of  the  bill  of  sale  to  him»tlf^  there  being  bat  one  bill  of  sale.    Snch  a  trans- 
action cannot  stand  in  a  court  of  equity. 

A  ship's  husbandi  being  the  servant  of  the  ship-owners,  holding  an  important  office,  and 
open  to  the  vigilant  superintendence  of  his  employers,  it  is  prinUi/aeie  a  breach  of  trust  in  any 
director  of  a  company  established  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  and  working  of  vessels,  espe- 
cially where  the  directors  have  the  exclusive  management  of  the  concern,  to  take  upon  himself 
the  duties  of  ship's  husband.  Where,  therefore,  in  a  company  so  constituted,  one  of  the  di- 
rectors, with  the  consent  of  others  forming  with  himself  a  board  of  directors,  undertook  the 
office  of  ship's  husband,  and  in  that  character  received  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company  such 
sums  for  commission  and  brokerage  as  are  usually  allowed  to  the  ship's  husband : — Heldf  that 
he  must  reftind  those  monies ;  and  tembU,  that  the  other  members  of  the  board  of  directors 
were  similarly  responsible  in  the  event  of  any  inability  in  the  principal  party  implicated  to  refund. 

A  bill  mav  be  brought  by  the  present  directors  of  a  joint-stock  company  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  the  members  of  the  company,  against  the  former  directors  of  the  company, 
for  Ae  puxpose  of  being  relieved  against  a  mud  in  which  all  the  former  directors  are  alleged  to 
have  been  mvolved.    See  Taylor  v.  Salmon,  1  M.  &  C.  142. 

Semble,  that  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  55,  s.  33,  which  authorizes  a  particular  mode  of 
registering  vessels  belonging  to  joint-stock  companies,  does  not  apply  to  a  joint-stock  company 
in  which  foreigners  are  shveholders. 

Sembie,  that  a  covenant  to  refer  all  matters  in  difference  between  shareholders  of  a  company 
to  arbitration,  the  submission  and  award  to  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  the  parties,  '*  wiUi- 
out  fbrther  suit  or  trouble,"  is  no  bar  to  a  suit  in  a  court  of  equity  between  the  same  parties 
and  for  the  same  matters. 
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ilement  dated  the  Ist  January^  1839^  by  which  the  exdu-  1842. 
aive  right  of  steaoi  nayigation  in  the  waters  of  Bahia^ 
which  had  been  granted  bj  a  decree  of  the  goTernment  of 
that  pro¥ince,  was  rested  in  three  trustees,  their  executors, 
&c.f  in  trust  for  the  company,  by  its  name  of  the  "  Bahia 
Steam  Navigation  Company/'  This  deed  contained, 
amongst  other  clauses,  the  following : — ^That  the  business 
and  concerns  of  the  company  should  be  carried  on  under 
the  management  of  six  directors;  that  such  directors 
should  have  the  general  management,  direction,  superin- 
tendence, and  control  of  the  business  and  concerns  of  the 
company,  and  should  have  power  to  enter  into  and  execute 
any  contract  for  the  company,  and  should  have  the  custody 
of  the  books  of  account,  and  oth^  books,  deeds,  and  pa- 
pers, and  should  have  power  to  direct  the  investment,  call- 
ing*in,  laying-out,  sale,  and  disposal  of  the  company's 
stodL,  effects,  funds,  monies,  and  securities,  and  to  call 
general  and  other  meetings,  and  to  superintend,  direct, 
and  ccmtrol  the  correspondence  and  mode  of  keeping  the 
accounts,  and  the  ascertainment  of  dividends  and  profits 
on  shares,  and  to  do  all  other  things  necessary,  or  to  be 
deemed  by  them  proper  or  expedient  for  carrying  on  the 
buriness  and  concerns  of  the  company,  and  should  also 
firame  the  rules  and  regulations,  and  prescribe  the  orders 
and  directions  for  carrying  on  the  business  and  concerns 
of  the  company,  and  alter  and  vary  the  same  from  time  to 
time  as  they  in  their  discretion  might  think  pcaper,  and 
all  such  rules  and  regulations  should  be  binding  and  con- 
clusive on  all  the  proiMriet<»«  for  the  time  being;  and  no 
individual  proprietor,  not  being  a  director,  except  the 
audit(»8  in  respect  of  their  duties  as  auditors,  should  have 
a  right  to  any  interference,  management,  direction,  or 
control  in  or  over  the  business  and  concerns  of  the  com- 
pany. The  deed  also  empowered  the  directors  to  apply  to 
tiie  Crown  for  letters-patent  to  restrict  their  liabilities.  It 
provided  that  no  directors  should  be  deemed  a  court  unless 
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1842.  three  were  present^  but  that  a  coart  of  directors  should, 
except  where  it  was  otherwise  expressly  provided,  have  all 
the  powers  and  authorities  vested  in  the  directors  for 
the  time  being,  as  if  all  were  present.  That  no  money 
should  be  paid  by  the  company  except  by  means  of 
cheques  on  their  bankers ;  but  that  cheques  and  receipts 
might  be  signed  by  any  two  directors.  Lastly,  that  there 
should  be  allowed  to  the  directors  collectively  the  annual 
sum  of  £650  for  their  time  and  trouble. 

On  the  footing  of  this  deed  the  company  had  com- 
menced operations,  several  foreigners  becoming  members 
of  it;  but  it  appeared  that  the  full  number  of  shareholders 
had  not  signed  the  deed. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief 
against  various  acts  of  misconduct  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  defendant  Heathom,  in  collusion  with 
or  by  the  permission  of  the  other  defendants  as  his  co- 
directors.  It  stated  that  a  purchase  having  been  effected 
in  August,  1828,  by  Heathom,  under  the  direction  of 
three  of  the  other  defendants,  of  three  steam-vessels, 
called  the  City  of  Kingston,  the  Lionel  Smith,  and  the 
Pearl,  the  plaintiffs  had  lately  discovered  that  Heathom, 
with  the  knowledge  and  privity  of  the  other  defendants, 
had  caused  the  three  vessels  to  be  transferred  into  his 
own  name  in  the  registry  in  the  port  of  London,  in 
which  name  they  had  ever  since  continued ;  and  that  at  a 
meeting  held  on  the  8th  September,  1838,  at  which  the 
defendants,  Nelthorpe,  Vachell,  Brown,  and  Heathom 
were  present,  a  cheque  for  £160,  signed  by  those  direc- 
tors, had  been  made  and  delivered  to  Heathom  for  the 
payment  to  him  of  commission  on  the  purchase  of  those 
vessels,  being  at  the  rate  of  £1  per  cent. ;  which  sum  he 
had  accordingly  received  out  of  the  company's  funds. 
That  the  defendant  Heathom  was  a  shipowner,  and  that, 
on  the  22nd  August,  1838,  he,  well  knowing  that  the  com- 
pany would  want  a  ship  to  carry  coals  to  Bahia,  contracted 
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for  the  purcliase  of  a  yessel  called  the  Nourmahal  for  the  1842. 
sum  of  £1340;  that  subsequently^  at  a  court  of  directors 
held  on  the  18th  September^  ISSS,  at  which  Yachell, 
Famcombe^  Brown,  and  Heathom  were  alone  present, 
Heathom  was  requested  to  treat  for  the  purchase  of  a 
good  second-class  vessel  for  the  purpose  above-mentioned; 
and  that  afterwards  at  another  meeting,  (21st  September, 
1838),  at  which  Yachell,  Famcomb,  and  himself  were  the 
only  directors  present,  Heathom,  concealing  the  fact  of 
his  previous  purchase  for  £1340,  reported  that  he  had 
purchased  the  Nourmahal  for  the  company  for  £1500; 
that  a  cheque  for  £400,  signed  by  the  directors  present, 
was  then  delivered  to  Heathom  on  account  of  such  pur- 
chase-money of  £1500,  and  that  ultimately  the  whole  of 
that  sum,  together  with  £2  2s.  earnest  money,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  a  commission  of  £1  per 
cent,  on  the  purchase-money,  was  paid  by  the  last-named 
directors  to  Heathom  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company ; 
and  he  afterwards  procured  the  Nourmahal  to  be  register- 
ed in  his  sole  name. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  at  a  meeting  held  on  the 
5th  March,  1839,  proposals  were  made  that  the  several 
vessels  so  purchased  should  be  registered  in  the  names  of 
certain  persons  as  trustees  for  the  company,  but  that  no 
farther  proceedings  had  been  taken  in  this  matter  by  the 
defendants;  and  therefore  the  bill  charged,  that  the  de- 
fendants ought  to  refund  to  the  company  the  amount  of 
the  purchase-monies  paid  for  these  vessels  out  of  the  funds 
of  the  company,  unless  Heathom  should  forthwith  transfer 
such  vessels  into  the  names  of  trustees. 

The  bill  also  stated,  that  Heathom  was  the  principal 
acting  director  of  the  company,  and  that,  with  the  know- 
ledge of  the  other  defendants,  he  had  effected  insurances 
on  the  said  vessels  and  their  freights  and  cargoes,  and  had 
purchased  supplies  and  provisions  for  them;  that  the  com- 
pany being  dissatisfied  with  his  accounts,  the  same  were 
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1842.  three  were  present,  but  that  a  court  of  directors  should, 
except  where  it  was  otherwise  expressly  provided,  have  all 
the  powers  and  authorities  vested  in  the  directors  for 
the  time  being,  as  if  all  were  present.  That  no  money 
should  be  paid  by  the  company  except  by  means  of 
cheques  on  their  bankers ;  but  that  cheques  and  receipts 
might  be  signed  by  any  two  directors.  Lastly,  that  there 
should  be  allowed  to  the  directors  collectively  the  annual 
sum  of  £650  for  their  time  and  trouble. 

On  the  footing  of  this  deed  the  company  had  com- 
menced operations,  several  foreigners  becoming  members 
of  it ;  but  it  appeared  that  the  full  number  of  shareholders 
had  not  signed  the  deed. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  relief 
against  various  acts  of  misconduct  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  by  the  defendant  Heathom,  in  collusion  with 
or  by  the  permission  of  the  other  defendants  as  his  co- 
directors.  It  stated  that  a  purchase  having  been  effected 
in  August,  1828,  by  Heathom,  under  the  direction  of 
three  of  the  other  defendants,  of  three  steam-vessels, 
called  the  City  of  Kingston,  the  Lionel  Smith,  and  the 
Pearl,  the  plaintiffs  had  lately  discovered  that  Heathom, 
with  the  knowledge  and  privity  of  the  other  defendants, 
had  caused  the  three  vessels  to  be  transferred  into  his 
own  name  in  the  registry  in  the  port  of  London,  in 
which  name  they  had  ever  since  continued ;  and  that  at  a 
meeting  held  on  the  8th  September,  1838,  at  which  the 
defendants,  Nelthorpe,  Yachell,  Brown,  and  Heathom 
were  present,  a  cheque  for  £160,  signed  by  those  direc- 
tors, had  been  made  and  delivered  to  Heathom  for  the 
payment  to  him  of  commission  on  the  purchase  of  those 
vessels,  being  at  the  rate  of  £1  per  cent. ;  which  sum  he 
had  accordingly  received  out  of  the  company's  funds. 
That  the  defendant  Heathom  was  a  shipowner,  and  that, 
on  the  22ud  August,  1838,  he,  well  knowing  that  the  com- 
pany would  want  a  ship  to  carry  coals  to  Bahia,  contracted 
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for  the  purchase  of  a  vessel  called  the  Nourmahal  for  the  1842. 
sum  of  £1340;  that  subsequently^  at  a  court  of  directors 
held  on  the  18th  September,  1838,  at  which  Yachell, 
Famcombe,  Brown,  and  Heathom  were  alone  present, 
Heathom  was  requested  to  treat  for  the  purchase  of  a 
good  second-class  vessel  for  the  purpose  above-mentioned ; 
and  that  afterwards  at  another  meeting,  (Slst  September, 
1838),  at  which  Yachell,  Famcomb,  and  himself  were  the 
only  directors  present,  Heathom,  concealing  the  fact  of 
his  previous  purchase  for  £1340,  reported  that  he  had 
purchased  the  Nourmahal  for  the  company  for  £1500 ; 
that  a  cheque  for  £400,  signed  by  the  directors  present, 
was  then  delivered  to  Heathom  on  account  of  such  pur- 
chase-money of  £1500,  and  that  ultimately  the  whole  of 
that  sum,  together  with  £2  2s.  earnest  money,  and  the 
expenses  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  a  commission  of  £1  per 
cent,  on  the  purchase-money,  was  paid  by  the  last-named 
directors  to  Heathom  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company ; 
and  he  afterwards  procured  the  Nourmahal  to  be  register- 
ed in  his  sole  name. 

The  bill  further  stated,  that  at  a  meeting  held  on  the 
5th  March,  1839,  proposals  were  made  that  the  several 
vessels  so  purchased  should  be  registered  in  the  names  of 
certain  persons  as  trustees  for  the  company,  but  that  no 
farther  proceedings  had  been  taken  in  this  matter  by  the 
defendants;  and  therefore  the  bill  charged,  that  the  de- 
fendants ought  to  refund  to  the  company  the  amount  of 
the  purchase-monies  paid  for  these  vessels  out  of  the  funds 
of  the  company,  unless  Heathom  should  forthwith  transfer 
such  vessels  into  the  names  of  trustees. 

The  bill  also  stated,  that  Heathom  was  the  principal 
acting  director  of  the  company,  and  that,  with  the  know- 
ledge of  the  other  defendants,  he  had  effected  insurances 
on  the  said  vessels  and  their  freights  and  cargoes,  and  had 
purchased  supplies  and  provisions  for  them ;  that  the  com- 
pany being  dissatisfied  with  his  accounts,  the  same  were 
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1842.  in  August,  1839,  investigated  by  one  of  the  auditors  of  the 
company,  and  that  by  such  investigation  it  appeared,  and 
the  plaintiffs  for  the  first  time  discovered,  that  Heathom 
charged  the  company  with,  and  received  firom  their  funds, 
not  only  the  commission  before-mentioned,  but  also  a 
commission  of  £1  per  cent,  on  freights  to  Bahia,  and  a 
commission  of  JE2^  per  cent*  on  the  amount  of  his  general 
disbursements  for  the  company,  and  £6  per  cent*  on  the 
gross  amount  of  all  the  insurances  effected  by  him  for  the 
company,  and  £&  per  cent*  on  the  recovery  of  aven^ 
losses  on  insurances  effected  for  the  company,  and  that 
the  sums  charged  by  him  for  such  commissions  against  the 
company,  and  received  by  him  out  of  the  funds  thereof, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  £681  and  upwards. 

The  biU,  after  alleging  that  the  defendants,  except 
Heathom,  had  retired  from  the  directorship  in  October, 
1839,  that  Heathom  had  been  displaced  in  the  subsequent 
December,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  had  been  appointed  di- 
rectors in  the  room  of  the  defendants,  prayed, — ^that  the 
defendants  might  be  declared  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust, 
the  defendant  Heathom  in  receiving,  and  the  other  de- 
fendants in  permitting  him  to  receive,  out  of  the  funds  of 
the  company,  all  such  sums  as  had  been  received  by 
Heathom  for  commissions,  discounts,  insurances,  allow- 
ances, and  also  the  sum  ef  JE160,  the  difference  between 
the  sum  of  £1840  paid  by  Heathorn  for  the  ship  Nour- 
mahal,  and  £1500  which  he  received  for  the  same  from  the 
company;  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  defend- 
ants were  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  refund  the  same 
several  sums,  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent.  That  an  ac- 
count might  be  taken  of  the  sums  received  by  the  defendant 
Heathom  for  commissions  in  the  purchase  of  ships,  and  on 
freights  and  insurances  of  ships,  and  for  discounts  and  al- 
lowances in  respect  of  coals,  provisions,  goods,  stores,  and 
supplies,  which  he  had  received  of  the  different  tradesmen, 
but  not  accounted  for  to  the  company,  &;c.    Also,  that  the 
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defendimts  might  be  declared  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trusty  ^  1842. 
Heathom  in  procuring^  and  the  other  defendants  in 
permitting  the  several  ships  in  the  pleadings  mentioned 
(excfaiding  the  Nourmahal)  to  be  transferred  on  the  re- 
gistry into  the  sole  name  of  the  defendant  Heathom, 
instead  of  the  names  of  the  tmstees  of  the  company ;  and 
that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to  repay  the  pur- 
chase-money in  respect  of  snch  vessels,  with  £b  per  cent, 
interest. 

The  defendant  Heathom,  by  his  answer,  admitted  that 
he  had  received  JEIOO  for  his  salary  as  director,  from  Jane 
1888  to  June  1889.  He  stated  that  he  had  been  for  many 
years  a  ship-owner  and  ship-agent,  and  that  in  August 
1888,  he  was  required  by  the  directors  of  the  company  to 
act  as  ship's  husband  of  the  company's  vessel ;  to  which  he 
agreed,  on  the  understanding  that  the  customary  commis- 
sion and  other  allowances  should  be  made  to  him.  He 
alleged  that  the  duties  of  ship's  husband  were  distinct 
from  those  of  a  Director,  having  reference  to  details  with 
which  a  Director  had  no  immediate  concern;  and  that  as 
such  ship's  husband  the  defendant,  personally,  underwent 
much  labour,  and  spent  much  time  in  the  service  of  the 
company.  He  insisted  that,  if  he  had  not  been  appointed 
ship's  husband,  some  one  else  would  have  been  appointed 
to  that  office;  and  he  submitted  that  the  company  were 
authorised  by  their  deed  of  settlement  to  appoint  one  of 
their  own  body  ship's  husband.  He  admitted  that  he 
charged  the  company  with,  and  had  been  paid  out  of  the 
fonds  of  the  company,  a  commission  of  JEl  per  cent,  on 
the  costs  of  the  steam-vessels,  and  on  the  sum  of  JE1600, 
the  purchase-money  of  the  Nourmahal,  and  a  commis- 
sion of  21. 108.  per  cent,  on  his  general  disbursements  for 
the  company,  and  a  commission  of  £2  per  cent.,  not  on 
average  losses  on  assurances  effected  for  the  company, 
but  on  the  amount  recovered  from  the  underwriters.  He 
denied  that  he  had  charged  or  been  paid  any  commission  on 
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1842.         freights^  or  a  commission  of  £5  per  cent,  on  the  gross 

BBN80N       amount  of  all  insurances  effected  by  him  for  the  company ; 

„     9-  but  he  admitted  that  he  had  been  paid  a  brokerage  of  £5  per 

Hbathorn.  »  X 

cent,  by  the  insurance  ofBces  on  effecting  policies  for  the 
company.  He  also  admitted  that  the  sums  received  by  him 
for  commission  and  brokerage  amounted  to  £435.  He  fur- 
ther admitted  that  he  had^  in  several  instances,  been  allowed 
such  discounts  and  deductions  on  tradesmen's  bills  as  in  the 
bill  mentioned;  but  he  denied  that  he  had  firom  time  to 
time  received  out  of  the  funds  of  the  company  sufficient 
monies  to  pay  ready  money  for  the  several  particulars  pur- 
chased by  him  for  the  company ;  on  the  contrary,  he  stated 
that  he  had  generally  paid  the  money  some  weeks  in  ad- 
vance out  of  his  own  pocket.  He  admitted,  however,  that, 
after  giving  credit  to  the  company  for  discounts,  deductions, 
and  scorage  in  some  instances,  he  had  in  other  instances 
retained  sums  that  amounted  to  £276 ;  and  he  insisted  on 
his  right  to  retain  those  sums,  as  ship's  husband. 

With  respect  to  the  Nourmahal,  the  defendant  stated 
that  he  originally  treated  for  the  purchase  of  that  vessel  in 
May,  1838,  but  the  negotiation  failing  by  reason  of  the 
price  demanded,  he  did  not  complete  the  purchase  till 
August,  when  he  paid  £1340  for  the  vessel,  and  2/.  2s., 
the  usual  fee  to  the  broker.  He  alleged  that  this  pur- 
chase was  made  on  his  own  account,  and  not  as  agent  of 
the  company.  He  admitted  that  he  afterwards  sold  the 
vessel  to  the  company  for  the  price,  and  (except  as  to  the 
alleged  concealment)  under  the  circumstances  mentioned 
in  the  bill;  charging  them  with  commission,  the  21.  2s,, 
broker's  fee,  and  the  expense  of  the  bill  of  sale  firom  the 
vendors  to  himself.  Admitting,  however,  the  statements 
in  the  bill  as  to  what  took  place  at  the  meetings  of  di- 
rectors on  the  18th  and  21st  September,  1838,  he  denied 
the  charge  of  concealment  j  insisting  that  his  ownership  of 
the  vessel  was  notorious,  the  bill  of  sale  transferring  the 
ship  to  himself  having  been  entered  at  the  Custom-House, 
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and  his  name  having  appeared  in  the  East  India  shipping        1842. 
lists  as  the  owner  of  the  vessel. 

The  other  defendants^  except  Farmer^  by  their  answers, 
admitted  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill,  but  submitted 
that  there  was  nothing  irregular  in  the  appointment  of 
Heathom  to  be  ship's  husband,  or  in  his  receiving  profits 
in  that  character. 

All  the  defendants,  except  Farmer,  admitted  the  plain- 
tiffs  to  be  qualified  as  directors,  but  submitted  that  all  the 
other  shareholders,  or  such  of  them  as  had  executed  the 
indenture  of  the  Ist  January,  1839,  ought  to  have  been 
made  parties  to  the  suit. 

The  defendant  Farmer,  by  his  answer,  set  forth  a  clause 
of  the  deed  of  settlement,  by  which  it  was  provided,  that 
all  matters  of  dispute  between  the  directors  and  other  per- 
sons, including  members  of  the  company,  should  be  sub- 
mitted to  arbitration,  and  the  award  of  the  arbitrators 
should  be  conclusive  and  binding  upon  the  persons  sub- 
mitting to  the  award,  *'  without  farther  suit  or  trouble  (a).'' 
And  the  defendant  stated  his  belief  that  the  matter  in 
question  had  been  frequently  proposed  to  be  submitted  to 
arbitration,  and  that,  therefore,  the  present  suit  was  un- 
necessary. 

After  the  bill  was  filed,  the  registries  of  the  several 
ships,  except  the  Pearl,  were  cancelled. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Both  parties  entered  into  evidence  at  considerable  length. 
The  transaction  as  to  the  Nourmahal  appeared  in  Hea- 
thom's  ledger  thus : — Cost  price,  J61 840;  carpenters,  21. 9s. ; 
petty  cash,  6/.  8^.;  ditto,  4d.  0«.  4<f. ;  ditto,  1/.  11^.;  in- 
terest, 8/.  16».  Sd.;  commission,  £16;  profit  and  loss, 
127/.  &.  5d.  Total,  £1500.  On  the  other  hand,  a  wit- 
ness on  the  part  of  Heathom  deposed  to  having,  by  Hea- 

(a)  See  Lord  Eldon'i  obsenratioDfl  on  a  covenant  not  to  sue,  6  Ves. 
821.    And  see  2  Nic,  Hare,  ft  Car.  ^54. 

TOL.  I.  Z  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  thorn's  orders,  saperintended  repairs  done  to  the  Nour* 
mahal,  before  the  purchase  of  that  ship  by  the  company, 
to  the  amount  of  between  dSlOO  and  £150.  No  entry, 
however,  of  this  expenditure  appeared  in  Heathom's  books. 

Mr.  Smpkinson,  Mr.  Romg^tt,  and  Mr.  Pigoii,  for  flie 
phintiffs,  submitted,  first,  that  the  defendants  were  bound 
to  have  the  Pearl  registered,  so  as  to  give  the  company  a 
legal  title  to  that  vessel,  or  else  to  restore  to  the  company 
the  purchase-money  for  that  vessel;  secondly,  that  the 
defendants  were  bound  to  account  for  and  refund  what 
had  been  received  by  Heathom  in  the  affair  of  the  Nour* 
mahal;  and,  thirdly,  that  they  were  liable,  in  like  man- 
ner, in  regard  to  the  sums  admitted  to  have  been  received 
by  him  for  commission,  &c.,  as  ship's  husband. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Lewis,  for  the  defendant  Heathom. 
— The  plaintiffs  sue  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all  other 
the  shareholders  of  this  company.  Can  thqr  do  so  while 
the  number  of  directors  is  not  complete?  [The  Ftee-CAofi- 
cellar  referred  to  Aiwood  v.  Small  (a),  and  HichenBY.  Con^ 
ffreve  (d)].  It  is  submitted  that  they  shew  no  title  to  sue 
till  all  the  calls  are  paid :  ffalbum  v.  Ingleby  (c).  As  to 
the  charges  against  the  defendant,  he  is  clearly  not  to 
blame  as  to  the  registration,  for  the  trustees  named  for 
that  purpose  refused  to  allow  the  registration  to  be  made 
in  their  names,  and  accordingly  his  name  was  used  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  company.  He  is  ready,  however, 
to  take  any  steps  for  the  legal  registration  of  the  vessel  as 
the  Court  may  think  fit.  Then  as  to  his  conduct  as  ship's 
husband,  he  has  acted  usefully  and  beneficially  to  the 
company.  It  is  the  constant  course  for  a  part  owner  to  be 
ship's  husband.    The  office  was  one  of  burden  rather  than 


(a)  6  CL  &  Fio.  523.  (6)  4  Rum.  562. 

(r)  1  Myl.  &  K.  61. 
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of  benefit  to  him,  and  he  has  been  desiroas  to  abandon  it.         1842. 
It  was  an  ofiSce  of  burden,  inasmuch  as  acting  for  a  com-      "bbn^ 
pany  of  this  particular  description,  he  might  have  been  *• 

personally  liable  for  stores  supplied :  Thonuon  y.  DaveU'- 
port  (a).  With  respect  to  the  Nourmahal,  what  reasonable 
doubt  is  there  that  the  defendant  purchased  it  for  his  own 
benefit?  It  was  not  till  after  the  defendant's  purchase 
that  the  directors  gave  notice  to  him  that  they  wanted  a 
vessel.  The  relief  prayed  on  this  head  is  inconsistent  with 
the  case  made  by  the  bill.  The  prayer  should  have  been 
to  set  aside  the  whole  transaction :  Brookman  v.  Boths* 
ekUd{b):  GiOeit  y.  Peppercame  {c). 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Parry ^  for  the  defendants  Yachel, 
Nelthorpe,  Brown,  and  Famcombe. — The  defendant  Fam- 
combe,  not  having  become  a  director  until  atfer  the  regis- 
tration of  the  vessels,  is  not  liable  for  any  breach  of  trust 
on  that  account;  and  assuming  that  his  co-defendants  are 
liable  in  respect  of  the  £160  commission,  he  at  least  is  not 
implicated  in  that  transaction,  though  it  must  be  conceded 
that  he  joined  in  the  drafts  given  for  Heathom's  com* 
mission,  &c.,  as  ship's  husband. 

But  it  is  submitted  that  the  biU  should  be  dismissed 
against  all  these  defendants,  with  costs.  We  do  not  dis- 
pute that,  according  to  modem  decisions,  a  bill  may  be 
sustained  by  some  of  the  partners  against  others,  though 
praying  neither  a  general  account  nor  a  dissolution,  and 
confined  to  one  transaction.  But  it  is  a  diflferent  thing  to 
say  that  you  may  make  parties  to  that  suit  persons  who 
have  not  themselves  committed  a  breach  of  trust,  but 
whose  only  &ult  is,  that  by  neglect  or  error  they  have 
permitted  a  co-director,  or  one  of  the  managing  partners, 
to  possess  himself  of  part  of  the  partnership  property,  and 
to  acquire  over  that  property  the  sole  control.    To  permit 

(a)  9  B.  &  C.  78.  (ft)  3  Sim.  153.  (c)  3  Beav.  78. 

Z2 
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1842.  this  would  be  to  carry  the  doctnne  of  partnership  liabiCtj 
much  farther  than  either  Lord  Eldon  or  Lord  Coitenham 
has  done.  The  same  observation  will  apply  to  any  sums 
which  the  defendants,  on  the  ground  of  usage,  may  have 
erroneously  allowed  to  their  co-director.  Yet  here  the 
bill  seeks  to  charge  the  defendants  generally  for  the  mis- 
conduct of  one.  [The  Vice-chancellor. — Suppose,  for  the 
sake  of  argument,  the  legal  title  in  these  vessels  now  to  be 
vested  in  Heathom ;  and  suppose,  what  is  improbable  but 
possible,  that  Heathorn  should  become  bankrupt;  who 
would  be  liable  ?]  Not  these  defendants,  unless  the 
court  should  go  the  length  of  holding,  that,  in  an  ordi« 
nary  partnership  case  like  this,  you  are  at  liberty  to  apply 
the  doctrine  which  is  applied  as  between  trustee  and  cestui 
que  inut,  and  to  treat  these  defendants  not  merely  as  part- 
ners with  the  plaintiffs,  but  as  trustees  for  them.  Such  a 
result  was  never  contemplated  by  the  parties,  for  the  de- 
fendants had  a  right  under  the  settlement,  though  they 
have  not  availed  themselves  of  it,  to  apply  for  letters- 
patent  under  the  stat.  1  VicL  c.  73,  for  the  purpose  of 
limiting  their  responsibility.  Supposing,  however,  that 
these  defendants  are  liable  in  respect  of  the  commission, 
they  are  surely  not  accountable  for  the  discount  which 
Heathom,  if  he  has  received  it,  has  received  without  their 
knowledge. 

Lastly — ^There  was  no  breach  of  trust  in  permitting  the 
registration  to  be  made  in  Heathom's  sole  name.  No  re- 
gistration, consistently  with  law,  could  have  been  made  in 
the  names  of  trustees.  It  is  not  possible  to  register  vessels 
for  a  Company  like  this,  because  no  foreigners  can  have 
any  interest,  direct  or  indirect,  in  vessels  which  are  regis- 
tered, and  enjoy  the  privileges  of  British  vesseb :  stat.  8  & 
4  mU.  4,  c.  65,  sects.  18,  38. 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  Adams,  for  the  defendant  Farmer. 
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The  Vice-Chancellob. — Serious  difficulties  have  been  1842. 
suggested  with  regard  to  these  vessels  by  Mr.  Cooper,  on 
the  ground  that  the  clause  in  the  last  ship  registration 
act^  which  authorizes  the  particular  mode  of  registering 
vessels  belonging  to  joint-stock  companies  does  not  apply 
to  the  case  of  foreigners^  and  therefore  that  a  ship  owned 
wholly  or  in  part,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  "  foreigners,'* 
is  not  within  the  influence  of  that  clause,  and  cannot  be 
registered  at  all.  If  that  view  of  the  law  is  accurate,  which 
perhaps  it  is,  there  certainly  were  great  difficulties  in  the 
way  of  registering  these  vessels.  Whether  they  ought  to 
have  been  registered  at  all — whether  any  act  ought  to 
have  been  done  with  a  view  of  acquiring  or  retaining  for 
them  the  privileges  of  British  built  ships,  may  be  a  ques- 
tion; but  as  between  the  parties  to  this  record,  undoubt- 
edly the  Company  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  them  in 
the  most  eflfectual  manner,  and  no  man  can  consider  that 
the  most  effectual  mode  of  securing  the  interests  of  the 
Company  was  adopted.  Either  the  matter  should  have 
been  treated  at  once  and  openly  with  regard  to  the  public 
as  a  purchase  by  foreigners  or  in  which  foreigners  were 
interested,  or  if  the  enjoyment  of  British  privileges  in 
respect  of  these  ships  was  to  be  maintained  or  attempted, 
then,  as  between  the  Company  and  those  who  managed  its 
affairs,  the  Company  should  have  been  placed  in  as  secure 
a  position  as  could  be,  that  is,  a  certain  number  of  re- 
spectable persons  should  have  been  selected,  and  there 
should  have  been  some  collateral  writing  of  more  or  less 
avail,declaring  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction.  The  title, 
it  is  obvious,  would  then  have  been,  if  not  completely  se- 
cure, much  more  secure  than  by  a  registration  in  the  name 
of  a  single  person,  exposed  to  all  the  obvious  risks  noto- 
rious to  all  persons  having  any  experience  in  such  matters. 
Though,  therefore,  I  believe  that  there  was  an  absence  of 
all  ill  intention  on  the  subject,  no  man  can  doubt  that 
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1842.  there  was^  as  Mr.  Russell  has  expressed  it^  gross  impru- 
dence. Considering  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  case^  the 
facts  that  have  occurred^  and  the  frequent  employment  of 
the  vessels  in  foreign  seas^  I  certainly  am  not  prepared  to 
say,  nor,  indeed,  are  there  materials  in  point  of  fact  before 
the  Court  to  enable  me  to  say  how  the  title  is  vested. 

But  Mr.  Heathom  has,  with  great  propriety,  under- 
taken by  his  counsel  to  do  all  acts,  if  any,  which  may  be 
necessary  on  his  part,  to  give  the  Company  a  complete 
title  to  these  vessels,  and  place  them  in  some  proper  man- 
ner under  the  power  and  control  of  the  directors,  which  as 
between  at  least  the  parties  to  this  record  they  certainly 
ought  to  be.  The  Court  must  have  further  information  on 
this  subject.  I  do  not  at  this  moment  know  whether 
damage  may  not  have  been  sustained  by  the  Company  in 
consequence  of  the  state  of  the  English  registration.  I 
cannot  at  this  moment  be  sure  that  damage  may  not  here- 
after be  sustained  by  the  Company  in  consequence  of 
this  position  of  the  title.  It  may  become  an  important 
question  whether  the  directors,  or  any  of  them,  may 
or  may  not  be  liable  to  make  good  any  damage  thus 
occasioned.  I  cannot,  at  present,  therefore,  part  with  this 
portion  of  the  case.  There  must  be  enquiries  directed 
upon  it,  and  as  all  parties  in  this  respect  intended  nothing 
probably  but  what  was  right,  and  as  the  conduct  of  the 
trustees,  or  some  of  them,  has  created  the  difficulty,  I 
shall  reserve  the  costs  of  this  part  of  the  suit.  [His 
Honour  then  directed  enquiries  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
tainiug  in  whom,  for  whose  use,  and  in  what  manner  the 
title  to  the  vessels  was  vested  at  the  time  of  the  decree, 
and  whether  as  to  title  they  were  within  the  control  of 
the  Company,  and  whether  any  thing  and  what  ought  to 
be  done  to  vest  that  control  in  them;  and  when  first  the 
defendants  had  notice  of  the  registration  in  Heathom's 
sole  name;  and  whether  the  Company  had  sustained  any 
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and  what  damage  from  such  registration :  witli  liberty  to 
state  special  circumstances^  and  with  a  reservation  of  all 
the  costs  as  to  this  part  of  the  suit.] 

The  next  question  is  with  regard  to  the  ship  Nourma- 
hal|  and  it  is  perhaps  to  be  regretted  that  this  part  of  the 
case  has  been  brought  before  a  court  of  justice^  and  not 
arranged  out  of  Court.  The  parties  however  had  a  right 
to  bring  the  matter  here  on  either  side.  It  appears  that 
this  vessel  was  bought  for  a  sum  of  £1340,  by  Mr. 
Heathom,  and  was  transferred  into  his  name,  and  he  be- 
came the  registered  owner.  It  appears  that  subsequently 
a  vessel  of  her  description  being  required  by  the  directors, 
Mr.  Heathom,  who  had  been  before  employed  by  the 
directors  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  ships,  was  asked 
to  look  out  for  such  a  vessel.  He  reported  to  the  directors 
that  he  had  agreed  to  buy  the  ship  Nourmahal  for  a  sum 
of  jEISOO.  This  report  is  adopted.  A  cheque  of  £400  by 
way  of  deposit  is  given  him,  contemporaneously  with  the 
report  and  its  adoption ;  and  within  a  week,  or  less  than  a 
week  afterwards,  the  remaining  £1100  of  the  £1500  is 
paid ;  another  singular  circumstance  of  the  case  being, 
that  notoriously,  in  the  City  of  London,  before  this  day, 
(and  some  at  least  of  the  directors  were  men  of  business, 
though  it  is  very  possible  that  Colonel  Yachell  and  Colonel 
Nelthorpe  never  came  into  the  City,  except  to  attend  the 
board),  this  vessel  had  been  publicly  advertised  in  the 
usual  place  for  such  advertisements  as  the  vessel  of  Mr. 
Heathom  himself.  This  fact  also  appears,  that,  as  on  a 
purchase  for  the  sum  of  £1500  from  a  stranger,  (at  least  I 
must  suppose  so),  Mr.  Heathom  is  actually  paid  £15,  as  a 
commission  of  £1  per  cent,  on  the  £1500;  he  is  also 
allowed  the  two  guineas  earnest,  which,  according  to  the 
usual  course  of  trade,  is  paid  to  the  broker  on  such  occa* 
sions;  and  what  perhaps  is  still  more  extraordinary,  he 
claims  and  is  allowed  the  costs  of  the  bill  of  sale ;  the  only 
bill  of  sale  which  took  place  being  the  bill  of  sale  from  the 
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1842.  foimer  owner^  which  vested  the  property  in  himself  previ- 
ously to  the  proposal  to  him  that  he  should  buy  a  vessel  of 
this  description. 

Under  these  circumstances^  is  it  possible  for  me,  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  secret  intentions  of  Mr.  Heathom's 
mind  when  he  bought  this  vessel — ^is  it  possible  for  a  Judge 
in  a  Court  of  equity  to  hear  him  say  that  he  bought  it 
otherwise  than  as  agent?  I  find  it  utterly  impossible  to 
do  so;  his  own  mode  of  proceeding  has,  in  my  opinion, 
indelibly  and  inextricably  fixed  him  with  the  character  of 
agent  firom  the  beginning  of  that  transaction.  The  declar- 
ation, therefore,  in  that  respect,  must  be  that  the  defen* 
dant  Heathom  ought  to  be  considered  as  having  pur- 
chased the  ship  Nourmahal  for  £1840,  as  the  agent  and 
on  the  behalf  of  the  directors.  Enquire  what  sum  or  sums 
in  respect  of  the  ship  on  that  footing,  as  well  for  the  pur- 
chase as  in  respect  of  expenses  properly  incurred,  and 
proper  repairs,  if  any,  properly  done,  was  or  were  due  to 
the  defendant  Heathom  on  the  Slst  of  September,  1838. 
And  if  the  amount  shall  appear  to  have  been  leas  than  the 
total  money  received  by  him  from  the  directors  in  respect 
of  the  transaction,  declare  him  liable  for  the  difference, 
with  interest  on  such  difference,  at  the  rate  of  £6  per  cent, 
per  annum  from  the  time  when  he  received  the  same.  And 
declare  the  defendant  Heathorn  liable  to  so  much  of  the 
costs  of  the  suit  as  relates  to  the  ship  Nourmahal,  without 
prejudice  to  the  question  whether* the  other  defendants,  or 
any,  and  which  of  them,  ought  to  be  made  also  liable  to 
those  costs. 

The  next  point  relates  to  the  commissions  and  the  dis- 
counts. It  may  be  right,  and  probably  is  fair,  to  assume, 
for  the  purpose  of  the  argument,  that  all  these  charges  and 
allowances  to  Mr.  Heathom  were  such  as  would  have  been 
according  to  usage,  and  proper  in  the  case  of  a  stranger. 
His  position,  however,  was  very  different.  He  was  one  of 
4ix  directors  of  this  Company,  to  whom  exclusively  the 
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entire  management  of  its  affairs  was  entrusted.  I  say  1842* 
exclusively,  because,  as  is  obTiously  necessary  in  companies 
of  tliis  description,  the  shareholders  in  general  were  pro- 
hibited from  interfering.  These  six  directors,  being  so 
entrusted,  receive  among  them,  firom  the  funds  of  the 
Company,  as  a  remuneration  for  their  trouble  in  being 
the  exclusively  acting  partners  in  this  concern,  a  sum  of 
no  less  than  JE650  per  annum,  capable,  as  I  read  the  deed, 
of  increase,  but  not  liable  to  diminution;  this  sum  they 
are  to  divide  between  themselves  as  they  think  fit. 

Now,  it  is  obvious  that  persons  so  circumstanced  were 
under  an  obligation  to  the  shareholders  at  large  to  use 
their  best  exertions  in  all  matters  which  related  to  the 
affairs  of  the  Company  for  the  welfare  of  the  concern 
thus  entrusted,  not  gratuitously,  to  their  charge. 

I  apprehend  that,  without  any  special  provision  for  the 
purpose,  it  was  by  law  an  implied  and  inherent  term  in 
the  engagement,  that  they  should  not  make  any  other 
profit  to  themselves  of  that  trust  or  employment,  and 
should  not  acquire  to  themselves,  while  they  remained 
directors,  an  interest  adverse  to  their  duty. 

The  main  or  only  business  of  this  Company  consisted  in 
acquiring,  managing,  and  working  steam-vessels.  It  may 
have  been  that  a  ship^s  husband  was  necessary.  It  is  the 
defendants'  case,  or  the  case  at  least  of  Mr.  Heathom, 
that  a  ship's  husband  was  necessary.  This  is  denied  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiffs,  who  say  that  the  directors  might 
very  well  have  performed  such  duty  as  the  management  of 
the  vessels  required  without  the  interposition  of  a  ship's 
husband.  On  that  I  give  no  opinion;  but  if  a  ship's 
husband  was  necessary,  it  is  obvious  he  would  become  the 
responsible  servant  of  the  directors,  in  an  onerous  ofllce— • 
that  he  would  become  an  accounting  party  to  them,  and 
that  his  conduct,  as  well  as  his  accounts,  however  respect- 
able he  might  be,  would  require  a  constant  and  vigilant 
superintendence  and  control.    That  constant  and  vigil- 
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1842.        ant  superintendence  and  control   one  and  all  of  the 

Bbmson      directors  had,  for  value,  contracted  to  give ;  and  what  is 

„    ^'  done  ?    One  of  these  yery  directors  becomes  himself  the 

.HSATHOXIf* 

person  whose  conduct  and  accounts  it  is  his  duty  to  super- 
intend, to  check,  and  to  watch :  at  once,  therefore,  to  put 
the  case  at  the  very  lowest,  and  in  a  manner  most  favour- 
able to  Mr.  Heathom,  paralyzing  him  as  a  director  in  this 
respect,  and  leaving  the  Company,  as  far  as  these  im- 
portant matters  were  concerned,  under  the  protection  of 
but  five^  while  they  believed  themselves  to  be  under  the 
protection  of  six.  But  it  does  not  rest  there.  The  five 
remaining  directors  were  placed  in  the  difficult  and  in- 
vidious position  of  having  to  check  and  control  the  ac« 
counts  of  one  of  their  own  body,  with  whom  they  were 
associated  on  equal  terms,  in  the  management  of  every 
other  part  of  the  affairs  of  the  concern.  It  has  been, 
nevertheless,  with  an  appearance  of  seriousness,  treated  as 
an  arguable  question,  whether  I  can  allow  this  gentleman 
to  receive  profits,  however  reasonable  in  amount,  if  they 
had  been  claimed  by  another  person,  which  he  has  made 
by  this  employment,  in  which  he  ought  never  to  have 
embarked. 

If  the  Court  were  to  do  so,  if  the  Court  were  to  allow 
to  a  person  so  circumstanced  that  which  might  fairly 
be  allowed  to  a  stranger,  it  would  obviously  afford  the 
strongest  encouragement  to  a  departure  from  what  is  the 
right  and  regular  course  in  every  similar  establishment. 
A  party  would  take  a  situation  of  this  nature  with  the  cer- 
tainty of  having  a  fair  remuneration,  and  with  the  pro- 
bable advantage  of  retaining  what  was  unfair.  It  is  mainly 
this  danger,  the  danger  of  the  commission  of  firaud  in  a 
manner  and  under  circumstances  which,  in  the  great 
tkiajority  of  instances,  must  preclude  detection,  that  in 
the  case  of  trustees  and  all  parties  whose  character  and 
responsibilities  are  similar,  (for  there  is  no  magic  in  the 
word),  induces  the  Court  (not  only  for  the  sake  of  justice 
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in  the  individual  case,  but  for  the  protection  of  the  public  1842. 
generally,  and  with  a  yiew  to  assert  and  vindicate  the 
obligation  of  plain  and  direct  dealing  between  man  and 
man  in  all  cases,  but  especially  in  those  where  one  man 
is  trusted  by  another)  to  adhere  strictly  to  the  rule, 
that  no  profit  of  any  description  shall  be  made  by  a  per- 
son so  circumstanced — saying,  to  the  person  complain-* 
ing  that  he  has  thus  employed  his  time  and  skill  without 
remuneration,  that  he  has  elected  so  to  treat  the  matter; 
that  he  has  had  his  reward,  for  he  has  had  the  possibility, 
nay,  the  probability  of  retaining  to  himself  that  which  he 
never  ought  to  have  retained;  that  he  has  been  willing  to 
run  the  risk,  and  cannot  complain  if  he  happens  to  lose  the 
stake.  It  is  on  this  principle  that  Lord  Eldon  proceeded 
in  the  cases  so  familiar  to  us  all  of  purchases  by  trustees. 
It  is  only  an  instance  of  the  application  of  the  rule,  not 
the  rule  itself.  In  those  cases  Lord  Eldan  said — (I  allude 
particularly  to  Ej^  parte  Lacey  (a),  which  occurred  soon 
after  Lord  EUkm  first  received  the  great  seal) — ''  The  rule 
is  founded  on  this,  that,  though  you  may  see  in  a  particu- 
lar case  that  he  has  not  made  advantage,  it  is  utterly  im- 
possible to  examine  upon  satisfactory  evidence  in  the 
power  of  the  Court,  by  which  I  mean,  in  the  power  of  the 
parties  in  ninety- nine  cases  out  of  a  hundred,  whether  he 
has  made  advantage  or  not.'^  If,  in  the  present  case,  Mr. 
Heathom  had  openly  and  directly  brought  forward  the 
ipatter  before  the  body  of  shareholders  generally,  I  consi- 
der it  possible,  if  not  probable,  that  he  would  have  been 
allowed  to  receive,  and  would  now  have  been  entitled  to 
retain,  all  the  sums  in  question  paid  for  commission.  He 
has  not  elected  to  take  that  open  and  straightforward 
course ;  he  has  chosen  that  the  matter  should  be  undis* 
closed,  and  he  must  abide  the  inevitable  result. 
I  declare,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  Heathorn  was 

(a)  6  Yes.  627. 
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1842.  not  entitled  to  the  commission  which  was  allowed  to  him 
by  the  board  of  directors  as  ship's  husband  or  otherwise. 
Take  an  account  of  what  he  has  received  in  respect  of  it, 
and  calculate  interest  thereon  at  £b  per  cent,  per  annum. 
Declare  that  the  defendant  Heathorn  is  liable  to  so  much 
of  the  costs  of  the  suit  as  relates  to  the  commission,  with- 
out prejudice  to  the  question  whether  the  other  defendants, 
or  any  and  which  of  them,  are  or  are  not  liable.  Enquire 
whether  such  commission,  or  any  and  what  part  or  parts 
thereof  was  or  were  allowed  or  paid  to  the  defendant 
Heathorn  with  the  consent  or  privity  of  the  other  defend- 
ants, or  any,  or  either,  and  which  of  them. 

What  I  have  said  with  respect  to  the  commission  of 
course  applies  in  principle  to  the  discounts.  I  am  not 
sure  that  it  does  not  apply  in  a  stronger  manner.  I  can- 
not conceive  any  course  of  dealing  more  unsustainable  than 
Mr.  Heathorn,  in  his  situation,  obtaining  the  benefit  of 
discounts  from  the  tradesmen,  and  charging  the  directors 
(of  whom  he  was  one)  the  full  amount,  representing  a  sum 
as  paid  which  was  never  in  fact  paid.  It  is  impossible  to 
maintain  such  a  transaction. 

I  cannot,  however,  see  my  way  now  to  do  complete  jus- 
tice in  that  respect,  because,  in  addition  to  knowing  exactly 
what  discounts  were  allowed  and  not  accounted  for,  I  must 
know  what  was  the  state  of  his  funds  as  between  him  and 
the  directors  at  the  time  ,*  and  I  must  know  what  was  the 
state  of  the  funds  of  the  Company,  with  a  view  to  the 
facilities  which  those  funds,  if  properly  employed,  might 
have  aflfbrded  towards  paying  tradesmen  ready  money. 
Therefore,  let  the  Master  enquire  what  discounts  or  allow- 
ances have  been  from  time  to  time  received  by  or  made  to 
the  defendant  Heathorn  in  the  character  of  ship's  husband 
or  agent,  whether  in  respect  of  goods  or  otherwise,  for  the 
ships  respectively,  or  any  of  them,  of  which  the  Company 
has  not  had  the  foil  benefit ;  and  let  him  state  the  dates 
and  amounts  of  the  same ;  and  state,  at  the  request  of 
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eitber  party,  any  circumstances  specially  with  regard  to  1842. 
the  state  of  the  funds  or  cash  account  between  Mr.  Hea- 
thorn  and  the  directors,  and  the  cash  balances  for  the  time 
being  of  the  Company,  at  the  respective  times  of  such  dis« 
counts  or  allowances,  or  any  of  them.  Beserve  the  ques- 
tion  of  costs  as  far  as  relates  to  the  discounts. 


B 


DoWELL  V.  Dew.  ^orek  1th, 

Sth. 

Y  indentures  of  settlement,  dated  the  23rd  and  34th  Feme  coTert 

beiiiff  entitled 

July,  1819,  and  made  previously  to  the  marriage  of  under  her  mar* 
Thomas  Tyringham  Bernard  and  Sophia  Charlotte,  his  J^^^^ 
wife,  certain  freehold  estates,  including  the  Clifford  Court  the  settled  landa 

for  her  sepa- 

Farm,  all  of  which  were  the  property  of  Mrs.  Bernard,  rate  use  for  life, 
were  conveyed  to  the  use  of  trustees,  for  the  separate  use  ^lea^^g^ 
of  Mrs.  Bertard  for  her  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  for  ""L*?"  ^ 

'  ezceedingtwen- 

a  term  of  150  years,  with  remainder  to  the  use  of  Mr.  ty-one  years  in 
Bernard  for  his  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  pre-  tala^partof 

the  lands  for 
fourteen  years 
to  D.,  and  abont  a  year  and  a  half  before  the  expiration  of  that  lease,  signed  anddellTered  to  D. 
a  written  undertaking,  by  which  she  engaged,  upon  the  expiration  of  the  existing  lease,  to  grant 
to  D.  a  new  lease,  upon  the  same  terms  and  for  the  same  period  as  before.  The  lease  expired, 
and  D.  continned  in  possession  without  taking  a  new  tease,  but  doing  sets  on  the  premises 
which  were  solely  referable  to  the  written  undertaking.  Afterwards  feme  covert  died : — Heldf 
flrst,  that  the  ginng  the  written  imdeitaking  was,  under  the  circunutanoes,  a  valid  execution  of 
the  power ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  transaction  between  the  parties  amounted  to  an  agreement, 
which  was  in  part  performed  by  the  continuance  of  the  possession  of  the  tenant  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  lease,  and  was  tiiercdTore  capabte  of  being  enforced  in  a  Court  of  equity. 

In  order  to  establish  the  validity  of  an  agreement  in  a  Court  of  equity,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
shew  that  it  was  binding  on  both  parties  at  the  time  of  its  being  signed ;  it  is  sufficient  if  an 
agreement  signed  by  one  party  be  afterwards  accepted  and  acted  on  by  the  other. 

Althoui^  a  lessor  haa  power  to  tease  in  possession  only,  and  not  in  reversion,  yet  an  agree- 
ment entered  into  between  lessor  and  lessee,  a  short  period  before  the  expiration  of  an  «i«ti«g 
lease,  for  a  renewal  of  the  lease  upon  the  same  terms  as  before,  is  reasonable,  and  may  be  en- 
forced in  equity,  as  between  the  agreeing  parties ;  provided  the  effect  of  the  agreement  is,  that 
the  rent  and  covenants  in  the  renewed  lease  are  conformable  with  the  terms  of  the  power. 

The  assignee  of  a  contract  to  grant  a  lease  (there  being  no  covenant  not  to  assign,  or  the 
breach  of  sHch  covenant  being  waived),  may  sustain  a  bill  in  equity  against  the  lessor  for  spe- 
cific performanoc  of  the  contract,  provided  he  guarantee  to  the  lessor  the  responsibility  of  the 
assignor. 

Action  directed  to  be  brought  with  a  view  of  ascertaining  whether  a  rent  agreed  to  be  paid  at 
tt  future  period  was,  conformably  with  the  terms  of  a  settlement,  the  beat  rent  that  could  be 
gotten  for  the  property,  and  whether  certain  drcumstanoes  amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  not  to  assign.  ,  /^    /s      / 
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1842.  serve,  &c.,  with  remainder  to  trustees  for  the  term  of  700 
years^  with  remainder  to  the  first  son  of  the  marriage  in 
tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over.  The  trusts  of  the 
terms  were  for  raising  maintenance  and  portions  for 
younger  children.  The  settlement  contained  a  proviso 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  Sophia  Charlotte, 
during  her  life,  and  after  her  decease  for  the  said  Thomas 
Tyringham  Bernard  during  his  life,  and  after  the  decease 
of  the  survivor  of  them,  for  the  person  or  persons  who 
under  or  by  virtue  of  the  limitations  thereinbefore  con- 
tained should  for  the  time  being  be  entitled  to  the  first 
estate  of  fireehold  or  inheritance  in  the  said  hereditaments, 
in  case  such  persons  should  be  of  full  age,  but  if  not,  then 
for  the  guardian  or  guardians  of  such  persons,  to  demise 
or  lease  all  or  any  part  or  parts  of  the  hereditaments  ex-* 
pressed  to  be  thereby  granted  and  released,  with  the 
appurtenances,  for  any  term  of  years  not  exceeding  21 
years  in  possession,  but  not  reversion,  remainder,  or  ex- 
pectancy, or  by  way  of  future  interest,  and  so  that  upon 
every  such  lease  there  should  be  reserved  and  made  pay- 
able the  best  and  most  improved  yearly  rent  that  could  be 
reasonably  had  for  the  same,  without  taking  any  sum  of 
money  or  other  thing  by  way  of  fine,  premium,  or  foregift 
for  the  making  thereof,  and  so  that  in  every  such  lease 
there  should  be  contained  a  condition  of  re-entry  on  the- 
non-payment  of  the  rent  to  be  thereby  reserved  by  the 
space  of  21  days  next  after  the  same  should  become  due 
and  payable,  and  so  that  the  lessee  to  whom  such  lease 
should  be  made  should  seal  and  deliver  a  counterpart 
of  such  lease,  and  so  that  no  lessee  should  be  authorized 
to  commit  waste  or  exempted  from  punishment  for  com- 
mitting waste. 

The  marriage  took  effect,  and  there  were  children  of  the 
marriage ;  David  William  Bernard  being  the  eldest  son. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  8th  February,  1823,  and 
made  between  Sophia  Charlotte  Bernard  of  the  first  part. 
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Thomas  Tjrringliam  Bernard  of  the  second  part,  and  Wil- 
liam Dowell  of  the  third  part,  it  was  witnessed,  that,  in 
consideration  of  the  rents  thereinafter  reserved,  and  the 
covenants  thereinafter  contained  on  the  part  of  the  lessee, 
Sophia  Charlotte  Bernard,  by  virtue  and  in  ^erdse  of  the 
power  given  to  her  for  that  purpose  by  the  indenture  of 
the  24th  July,  1819,  and  of  all  other  powers,  &c.,  and  with 
the  privity  and  approbation  of  Thomas  Tyringham  Ber-^ 
nard,  did  demise,  lease,  and  let,  and  the  said  Thomas  Ty- 
ringham Bernard  did  let  and  confirm  to  the  said  William 
Dowell,  his  executors,  and  administrators,  all  that  &c., 
[describing  the  Clifford  Court  Farm],  to  hold  the  same, 
with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said  William  Dowell,  his 
executors  and  administrators  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years, 
to  be  computed  from  the  2nd  February  then  instant,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  £525,  deducting  land-tax  and  a  chief-rent 
of  £16  per  annum ;  provided  always,  that  if  the  rent  should 
be  unpaid  for  the  space  of  21  days,  or  if  the  said  William 
Dowell,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  at 
any  time  or  times  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  de* 
mise,  assign,  transfer,  set  over,  underlet,  or  otherwise  part 
with  the  said  indenture,  or  the  premises  thereby  demised, 
or  any  part  thereof,  except  certain  cottages  with  their 
appurtenances,  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever, 
without  the  special  license  and  consent  of  the  person  or 
persons  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  next  and  im- 
mediate reversion  or  remainder  in  the  demised  premises 
first  had  and  obtained  in  writing  under  hand  and  seal,  or 
if  the  said  William  Dowell,  his  executors,  or  administra- 
tors, occupiers  of  the  said  demised  premises,  or  any  part 
thereof,  except  the  said  cottages,  should  at  any  time,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  said  demise,  commit  any  act  or  acts 
of  bankruptcy  wherein  a  valid  commission  or  commissions 
of  bankrupt  should  be  sued  and  prosecuted,  or  if  the  then 
present  lease  or  the  tenant's  term  and  interest  in  the  said 
demised  premises  or  any  part  thereof  should  be  taken  or 
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1842.  seized  under  or  by  virtue  of  any  execution^  or  warranty  or 
process  in  the  nature  thereof^  or  should  otherwise  become 
legally  assignable  or  salable^  without  such  consent  as 
aforesaid^  or  if  the  said  William  Dowell,  his  executors^ 
administrators^  or  assigns,  should  not  in  all  things  well  and 
truly  observe,  perform,  fulfil,  and  keep  all  and  every  the 
covenants,  conditions,  stipulations,  and  agreements,  therein 
expressed  and  contained  on  the  lessee's  part  to  be  observed, 
performed,  fulfilled,  and  kept,  then  or  in  any  or  either  of 
the  said  cases,  and  at  any  time  thereafter  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  person  or  persons  for  the  time  being  entitled 
to  such  next  and  immediate  reversion  and  remainder  as 
aforesaid,  into  and  upon  the  said  demised  premises  or  any 
part  thereof,  in  the  name  of  the  whole,  wholly  to  re-enter, 
&c.  in  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  The  lease  then  contained 
covenants  by  the  lessee  for  payment  of  met  and  taxes,  for 
the  cultivation  of  the  lands  according  to  the  custom  of 
the  country,  and  for  keeping  the  premises  in  repair. 

William  Dowell  executed  a  counterpart  of  this  lease,  and 
entered  into  the  occupation  of  the  premises.  He  died  on 
the  15th  March,  1882,  having  made  his  will,  dated  the 
25th  July,  1825,  whereby  he  bequeathed  all  his  farms  and 
efiects  to  his  son  John  Dowell,  whom  he  appointed  sole 
executor  of  his  wilL  John  Dowell  proved  the  will,  and 
entered  into  possession  and  occupation  of  the  premises. 

In  1832  Mr.  Bernard  who  was  a  partner  in  the  house  of 
Duckett,  Morland  &  Co.,  became  bankrupt  with  his  co« 
partners.  • 

In  1835  John  Dowell,  in  contemplation  of  his  lease  ex- 
piring, and  with  the  intention,  as  stated  by  Mr.Bemard,  who 
was  examined  as  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff,  [of  laying  down 
part  of  the  farm  in  grass,  applied  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bernard 
for  a  renewal  of  the  lease ;  upon  which  he  received  the  fol* 
lowing  undertaking  in  writing,  signed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Ber- 
nard, and  dated  the  27th  July,  1835,  ''  Mr.  John  Dowell, 
as  you  have  expressed  a  wish  to  continue  in  the  occupa* 
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tion  of  our  farm  at  Clifford  Courts  we  will  undertake  to        1842. 
grant  jou  a  lease  on  the  same  terms  as  the  last,  for  a 
period  of  14  years,  when  the  present  lease  expires ;  and  we 
hope  you  may  live  long  enough  to  renew  it  at  a  future 
period" 

No  new  lease  was  executed  in  pursuance  of  this  memo* 
randum,  but  John  Dowell  continued  in  occupation  of  the 
premises  beyond  the  expiration  of  the  original  lease,  which 
took  place  on  the  2nd  February,  1887,  and  the  death  of 
Mrs.  Bernard,  which  took  place  on  the  15th  May,  1887, 
until  he  relinquished  such  occupation  in  favour  of  his 
brother,  the  plaintiff,  in  July,  1887. 

In  July,  1888,  the  assignees  under  Mr.  Bernard's  bank- 
ruptcy caused  the  life-interest  of  the  bankrupt  in  the 
estates  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  July,  1819,  to  be 
put  up  to  auction,  when  the  defendant  Dew  was  declared 
the  purchaser.  This  purchase  was  completed  by  oonvey- 
ance  in  May,  1839.  In  the  particulars  and  conditions  of 
sale  which  were  circulated  on  the  occasion  of  the  auction, 
the  farm  occupied  by  the  plaintiff  was  described  as  being 
in  his  occupation  under  an  agreement  for  a  lease  of  14 
years  from  the  2nd  February,  1837,  at  a  rent  of  £525  per 
annum,  from  which  land-tax  was  to  be  deducted,  and  sub- 
ject, amongst  other  annual  outgoings,  to  a  chief  rent  of 
£16. 

In  June,  1889,  the  defendant  Dew  served  the  plaintiff 
with  notice  to  quit  the  farm.  This  the  latter  refused  to 
do,  on  the  ground  of  having  a  good  equitable  title  to 
the  premises  under  the  memorandum  of  the  27th  July, 
1836,  which  had  been  given  to  his  brother.  He  however, 
in  order  to  strengthen  his  title,  took  a  release  from  his 
brother,  dated  the  29th  August,  1889,  of  all  his  brother's 
interest  in  the  farm  under  or  by  virtue  of  that  memoran- 
dum. And  he  ultimately  filed  the  present  bill,  to  which 
David  William  Bernard  was  made  a  party  defendant, 
praying  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 

VOL.  I.  A  A  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  occupy  the  premises  for  the  term  of  14  years  firom  the  2iid 
February^  1837^  upon  the  terms  contained  in  the  lease^ 
for  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement  of  July^ 
1835,  and  for  a  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  proceed- 
ings at  law  to  recover  the  premises  from  the  plaintifip. 

The  defendant  Dew,  by  his  answer,  insisted  principally 
on  the  following  points : — ^First,  that  the  undertaking  of 
the  27th  July,  1835,  did  not  amount  to  a  contract,  as  the 
same  was  merely  voluntary  j  but  that,  even  if  it  had  been 
made  for  valuable  consideration,  it  would  have  been  in- 
operative, except  as  to  the  separate  estate  of  Mrs.  Bernard 
during  the  joint  lives  of  herself  and  her  husband ;  she 
being  a  married  woman,  and  her  husband  having  become 
bankrupt.  Secondly,  that  the  transfer  of  John  Dowell's 
interest,  and  the  delivery  of  the  possession  of  the  premises 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  was  made  without  the  consent  in 
writing,  or  otherwise,  of  the  assignees  of  Bernard,  and 
without  any  subsequent  confirmation  on  their  part ;  and 
that  if  such  assignees  had  been  under  any  obligation  to 
grant  a  lease  to  John  Dowell  upon  the  terms  mentioned  in 
the  undertaking  of  July,  1835,  which  the  defendant  sub- 
mitted was  not  the  case,  such  transfer  and  delivery  were 
a  direct  violation  of  one  of-  the  covenants  to  be  contained 
in  such  lease.  Thirdly,  that  the  rent  of  4525  was  not  the 
best  and  most  improved  yearly  rent  which  could  at  the 
expiration  of  the  lease  of  February  1823,  be  had  or 
gotten  for  the  premises.  Fourthly,  that  the  plaintiff  had 
not,  since  he  had  been  in  possession  of  the  premises,  duly 
kept  the  covenants  of  the  lease  of  February  1828,  more 
particularly  the  covenants  for  repairs  and  good  husbandry, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  country.  Lastly,  (in  de- 
nial of  allegations  in  the  bill),  that  no  sums  of  money  had 
been  expended  by  John  Dowell  on  the  farm  since  1836, 
which  would  not  have  been  expended  by  a  tenant  occupy^ 
ing  merely  from  year  to  year. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 
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The  general  purport  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides  is  fully  1842. 
stated  in  the  judgment.  In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case 
as  to  the  alleged  assignment  by  John  Dowell  to  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  adoption  of  that  assignment  by  the  assignees, 
the  most  material  witness  was  a  Mr.  Rose.  He  was  ap- 
pointed manager  of  the  property  by  the  assignees  on  the 
28th  October,  1837;  and  in  consequence  of  a  letter  which 
he  received  from  the  sister  of  the  plaintiff,  dated  the  22nd 
of  that  month,  in  which  she  mentioned  the  particulars  of 
the  transfer  and  assignment,  the  deponent  on  the  9th  Octo- 
ber visited  the  farm,  and  saw  the  plaintiff:  and,  according 
to  hisown  evidence,  on  finding  the  cultivation  and  repairs 
generally  satisfactory,  he  assented  to  the  substitution  of 
the  plaintiff  for  John  Dowell  as  tenant  of  the  farm. 

Several  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  stated  that  John 
Dowell,  on  the  understanding  that  he  was  to  have  a  new 
lease,  cultivated  the  farm  in  a  different  manner  and  with 
greater  expenditure  than  he  Would  have  done  had  he  been 
compelled  to  quit  at  the  end  of  the  term.  And  they  stated 
the  particulars  in  which  this  difference  consisted. 

The  defendant  Dew  admitted,  that,  considering  the  plain- 
tiff as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  he  had  received  rent 
from  him  to  the  2nd  February,  1839. 

Mr.  Eusselt  and  Mr.  Parry,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The 
first  lease  expired  on  the  2nd  February,  1837.  No 
question  arises  upon  that  lease,  but  the  covenants  con- 
tained in  it  shew  that  it  was  a  beneficial  lease,  and  that  it 
tied  up  the  hands  of  the  tenant  for  life.  Mrs.  Bernard 
died  on  15th  May,  1837,  about  three  or  four  months  after 
the  time  when  the  first  lease  would  have  expired.  Mr. 
Bernard  became  a  bankrupt  in  1832.  The  sale  took  place 
in  July,  1838.  The  particulars  of  sale  describe  the  pro- 
perty as  being  in  the  possession  of  Dowell,  under  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease  from  the  2nd  February,  1837.  The  de- 
fendant Dew  was  declared  the  purchaser  for  i64300,  and 
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1842.  signed  an  agreement^  indorsed  on  one  of  the  conditions  of 
sale^  and  dated  the  25th  July,  1888^  the  day  of  the  sale. 
An  abstract  of  the  title  was  delivered^  containing  the 
agreement.  The  conveyance  to  Dew  was  dated  the  10th 
May^  1839^  and  recites  the  conditions  of  sale^  and  the  con- 
veyance is  expressed  to  be  subject  to  the  existing  leases 
and  agreements  for  leases.  On  the  20th  Jime,  1889,  the 
notice  to  quit  was  given ;  and,  on  the  1st  August,  1889, 
the  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  his  intention  to  apply  to  this 
Court.  There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  of  any  breach  of 
covenant  by  reason  of  non-cultivation  or  otherwise. 

In  Hameti  v.  YeUding  (a)  there  was  an  agreement  to 
grant  a  lease  on  the  Ist  of  November.  If  the  grantor  had 
died  before  that  time,  the  agreement  would  have  been 
void;  but,  having  survived  the  1st  of  November,  specific 
performance  was  decreed.  In  the  present  case  there  was 
a  good  equitable  execution  of  the  power.  And  the  subse- 
quent dealings  of  the  parties  prevent  them  from  saying 
that  the  lease  is  invalid. — WdUon  v.  Stamford  {b),  and 
Shannon  v.  Bradstreet  (c),  were  also  cited  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  Mr.  James,  and  Mr.  Bayley,  for  the  de- 
fendant.— ^The  original  lease  contained  a  clause,  that  it 
should  not  be  assigned  without  license.  The  plaintiff  files 
his  bill  without  any  such  license  having  been  granted. 
The  bill  is  filed  by  a  person  not  a  party  to  the  agreement, 
for  performance  of  a  contract  by  which  the  party  with 
whom  the  contract  was  entered  into  was  restricted  from 
assigning.  The  plaintiff  entered  into  possession  in  July, 
1837.  No  rent  had  been  received  by  the  assignees  ante- 
cedently to  the  sale  to  Dew.  The  payment  of  rent  to  the 
assignees,  after  the  sale  to  Dew,  could  not  affect  or  preju- 
dice Dew,  or  in  any  way  amount  to  a  confirmation  of  the 
tenure.    A  party  laying  out  money  in  the  purchase  of 

(a)  2  Sch.  &  L.  549.        (h)  2  Vern.  279.        (o)  1  Sch.  &  L.  52. 
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property  with  a  knowledge  of  a  defective  title^  cannot  1842. 
acquire  a  right  to  a  specific  performance :  Robertson  v.  St. 
John  (a).  The  e\idence  shews^  that  the  rent  reserved  was 
not  the  best  or  most  improved  rent  The  evidence  also 
shews^  that  there  was  great  mismanagement  in  the  culti- 
vation of  the  farm.  The  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  a  spe- 
cific performance^  inasmuch  as  the  performance  which  he 
seeks  is  in  direct  opposition  to  the  contract,  by  which  it  is 
stipulated  that  the  property  shall  not  be  assigned  without 
license^  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  there  has  been  any 
license  to  assign. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  assignment,  one  would 
have  thought  i  priori,  with  Lord  Redesdale,  that  every 
contract  for  a  lease  was  personal,  and  that  an  objectionable 
tenant  could  not  be  forced  upon  the  lessor.  But  it  must 
be  admitted  that,  in  Crosbie  v.  Tboke  (i),  and  Rhodes  v. 
Morgan  (c).  Lord  Cottenham  adopted  a  different  course. 
[1%e  yice'ChanceUor.-^The  principle  of  those  cases  is, 
that  the  assignment  leaves  the  original  lessee  still  liable  on 
his  covenant.]  But  even  those  cases  recognise  two  ezcep«> 
tions  firom  the  general  assignability  of  the  contract,  both 
of  which  it  is  submitted  apply  to  this  case;  namely,  one 
where  a  personal  motive  has  been  the  cause  of  the  agree- 
ment; the  other,  where,  as  has  been  already  mentioned, 
there  is  a  proviso  against  alienation.  Now,  here  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Bernard  contemplated  a  lease  to  John  Dowell,  and 
no  one  else.  The  words  of  the  agreement  of  July,  1835, 
if  it  can  be  called  an  agreement,  are  purely  of  a  personal 
nature,  and  applicable  to  him  alone.  The  Court,  there- 
fore, will  be  astute  in  such  a  case  to  adopt  the  principle 
acted  upon  by  Lord  Manners  in  Flood  v.  Flnlay  {d).  In 
that  case,  there  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  agreement 
to  shew  that  Blackwood's  personal  accommodation  was  in- 
tended, but  parol  evidence  of  that  intention  was  held  suffi- 

(a)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  140.  (c)  Id.  435. 

{b)  1  Myh  &  K.  481.  {d)  2  Ball  &  B.  9. 
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1842.  ^  cient  to  avoid  the  assignment.  In  reference  to  the  other 
exception,  it  is  submitted  that  Wetherallv.  Geering  (a),  and 
Buckland  v.  Hall  {b),  are  quite  sufficient  for  this  Court  to 
act  upon  in  refusing  specific  performance  of  the  contract^ 
and  leaving  the  plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at  law.  The  extra- 
ordinary jurisdiction  of  this  Court  will  not  be  exercised  in 
favour  of  a  person  who  has  taken  an  assignment  of  a  thing 
which  is  not  in  equity  assignable. 

But^  lastly,  the  undertaking  of  July,  1885,  was  not  in 
execution  of  the  power  of  leasing,  and  was  in  itself  inoper- 
ative as  an  agreement.  It  was  not  in  execution  of  the 
power,  because  reversionary.  In  Shannon  v.  Bradstreet 
the  same  objection  was  taken,  but  there  the  execution  of 
the  power  was  only  two  days  prior  to  the  expiration  of  the 
existing  lease,  and  de  minimis  nan  curat  lex.  But  what 
necessity  is  there,  that  an  agreement  for  a  lease  should 
precede  the  lease  itself  eighteen  months  ?  It  is  clear  that, 
in  1837,  a  larger  rent  than  that  reserved  by  the  contract 
might  have  been  obtained.  The  evidence  of  Mr.  Bernard 
shews  that  the  transaction  was  an  improvident  exercise  of 
the  power  so  far  as  concerned  the  reversioner,  and  an  ex- 
cessive execution  of  it  as  regards  the  terms  of  the  power. 
Besides,  a  married  woman  is  not  m  juris  as  to  property 
over  which  she  has  only  a  power.  Supposing,  however, 
the  power  to  have  been  well  executed  in  point  of  form,  the 
memorandum  of  July,  1836,  was  not  an  agreement,  but  a 
mere  one-sided  undertaking,  for  which  there  was  no  con- 
sideration. The  continuance  in  possession  by  the  tenant 
was  no  part  performance  of  it :  Marphett  v.  Jones  (c).  The 
consent  of  the  defendant  was  necessary  to  its  completion ; 
and,  under  such  circumstances,  conceding  that  he  pur- 
chased! with  notice  of  an  invalid  charge,  he  was  not  bound 
to  give  effect  to  it:  Doe  v.  Archer  (rf)/  Musherry  v.  Chin^ 
nery  {e);  Lufkin  v.  Nunn  (/). 

(a)  12  Ves.  604.  (rf)  1  Bos.  &  Pull.  631. 

(b)  8  Ves.  92.  (e)  Lloyd  &  G.  t.  Sugd.  185» 

(c)  1  Swanst.  172.  (f)  11  Ves.  170. 
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Mr.  BusseU,  in  reply.  1842. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — The  first  question  to  be  con- 
sidered isj  whether  the  plaintiff's  case  fails  on  the  ground 
of  the  coverture  of  Mrs.  Bernard,  who  was  a  married 
woman  when  she  signed  the  agreement  in  question,  and 
during  the  remainder  of  her  life. 

I  think  this  circumstance  not  material  as  the  case  stands. 
She  was  tenant  for  her  life,  or  for  the  joint  lives  of  herself 
and  her  husband,  for  her  separate  use,  with  or  without 
power  of  alienation,  but  with  the  power  of  leasing  in  ques- 
tion ;  which  legally,  at  least,  was  not  a  power  annexed  to 
the  life  estate. 

To  the  legal  or  equitable  validity  of  such  execution  by 
her  of  this  power,  it  is,  I  apprehend,  clear,  that  her  cover-* 
ture  was  no  impediment,  that  no  fine,  no  separate  exami- 
nation was  or  could  be  requisite,  that  the  concurrence  or 
approbation  of  her  husband  or  his  assignees  was  not  ma- 
terial; and,  it  being  dear  that  an  unmarried  tenant  for  life, 
with  a  power  of  leasing,  can  equitably  bind  the  estate  by  a 
written  contract  to  execute  the  power,  though  omitting  the 
formalities  prescribed  by  its  terms.  I  do  not  see  any  sub- 
stantial distinction  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit  between 
such  a  case  and  the  present,  especially  where  there  has 
been  mutual  part  performance,  as  in  this  case  I  think 
there  was,  in  the  interval  between  the  expiration  of  the  old 
lease  and  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bernard.  The  only  question 
here  is  whether  the  estate  is  bound.  And  I  conceive,  that 
subject  to  the  points  to  be  mentioned,  it  did  come  bound 
into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Dew ;  whether  Mrs.  Bernard  did  or 
did  not  bind  herself  personally,  so  as  to  expose  herself  to  a 
personal  decree,  is,  I  conceive,  upon  the  principles  recog- 
nised in  ToUett  v.  ToUett  (a),  PoUard  v.  Grenml  (6),  Verwm 
V.  Vernon  (c).  Doe  v.  Weller  (d),  S/umnon  v.  Brcubtreet  (e), 

(a)  2  P.  Will.  489.  (rf)  7  T.  R,  478. 

(6)  1  Ch.  Ca.  10*  {e)  1  Sch.  &  Lefr.  52. 

(c)  Ambl.  3. 
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1842.  and  other  cases  not  material  to  the  present  question.  She 
signed  and  never  objected  to  the  agreement.  It  was  in 
part  performed  by  her  and  by  the  tenant^  and  if  its  terms 
were  not  contrary  to  the  power^  the  assignees^  or  Mr.  Dew, 
might,  I  conceive,  have  enforced  it  against  him  after  her 
decease  (a). 

It  is  then  argued,  that  there  was  no  consideration  for 
this  agreement — ^that  it  was  merely  nudum  pactum.  It  is 
not,  however,  considered  requisite  in  this  Court,  that  an 
agreement  should  at  the  time  be  binding  on  both  parties ; 
it  is  sufficient  if  an  agreement  signed  by  one  party  be 
afterwards  accepted  and  acted  on  by  the  other.  The 
agreement  in  this  case  was  to  demise  for  a  certain  rent  to 
be  paid,  and  under  certain  covenants  to  be  entered  into 
and  performed.  Now,  if  Mrs.  Bernard  had  died  before  the 
time  at  which  a  lease  under  the  agreement  could  with  pro- 
priety have  been  granted,  the  agreement  possibly  could 
never  have  been. carried  into  effect.  In  point  of  fact,  how- 
ever, she  did  not  do  so.  The  old  lease,  the  expiration  of 
which  was  a  preliminary  to  the  commencement  of  the  new 
demise,  expired  in  February,  1837.  Mrs.  Bernard  lived 
more  than  three  months  afterwards.  The  tenant  under 
that  agreement  was  in  possession  under  the  former  lease 
at  the  date  of  the  agreement,  and  continued  in  posses- 
sion in  that  character  up  to  the  time  of  the  expiration 
of  the  old  lease.  From  that  time  his  possession  was 
only  referable  to  the  new  agreement;  and  without  lay- 
ing too  much  stress  on  those  acts  done  on  the  farm, 
between  the  agreement  and  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bernard, 
which  are  proved  to  have  been  done  solely  with  reference 
to  the  new  agreement  and  by  reason  of  it,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say,  that  this  agreement  was  in  part  performed  by  the 
continuance  of  the  possession  of  the  tenant  after  the  ex- 

(a)  The  Fiee-Chancellor  having,  fully  than  he  did  in  Court,  the  above 
in  his  note-hook,  stated  hu  reasons  is,  with  his  permission,  taken  from 
upon  the  first  point  in  this  case  more      that  source. 
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piration  of  the  old  lease  until  the  death  of  Mrs,  Beniard ;  1842. 
at  the  time  of  her  death  she  was  in  a  condition  to  have 
enforced  the  performance  of  the  agreement  in  equity 
against  him  by  reason  of  that  part  performance.  The  con- 
tinued possession  was^  it  may  be  added^  at  no  unimportant 
period  of  the  year  for  a  teLrmer,  between  Candlemas  and 
the  middle  of  May^  at  which  period  Mrs.  Bernard's  death 
happened.  I  think,  therefore,  that  this  forms  no  objection 
to  the  plaintiff's  case. 

It  is  then  said,  that  the  contract  was  future  in  its  na- 
ture, and  the  prohibition  against  reversionary  leases  and 
the  authority  of  the  case  of  Harnett  v.  Yeilding  are  cited 
in  support  of  that  argument.  To  the  case  of  Harnett  y. 
YeUding  I  entirely  accede;  the  decision  there  did  not  de- 
pend on  the  question  of  the  agreement  having  been  a  fraud 
on  the  power,  and  would  have  been  equally  right  if  that 
ingredient  had  not  formed  part  of  the  case ;  but  even  if 
that  circumstance  had  been  the  main  foundation  of  the 
decision,  I  should  have  thought  the  present  case  not 
affected  by  it.  In  Harnett  v.  Yeilding  there  were  two 
agreements  *.  the  first  was  for  renewal  at  any  time  on  re- 
quest during  the  life  of  the  tenant  for  life;  and  the  second, 
on  which  the  bill  seems  mainly  to  have  proceeded,  was 
one,  as  I  have  always  considered  the  report,  utterly  un- 
intelligible in  its  nature.  In  the  present  case  a  lease  for 
14  years  of  a  large  farm  was  to  expire  at  Candlemas,  1887. 
In  the  summer  of  1836,  it  being  obviously  material  to  the 
tenant  to  know  what  he  was  to  do,  both  with  respect 
to  his  mode  of  treating  the  farm,  and  with  respect  to  the 
disposition  of  himself  and  his  capital  after  the  expiration 
of  the  term,  and  it  being  equally  material  to  the  landlady 
to  know  how  she  was  to  stand  with  respect  to  her  farm 
after  the  termination  of  the  lease  in  February,  1837, 
the  agreement  is  made  for  a  renewed  lease,  at  the  old 
rent,  after  the  expiration  of  the  term.  There  is  nothing 
to  impeach  the  fairness  of  the  agreement,  and  admitting. 
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for  the  purpose  of  the  argament,  the  rent  to  have  been 
sufficient  in  the  Spring  of  1887^  and  the  covenants  proper, 
I  do  not  see  any  rational  ground  upon  which  such  a  con- 
tract ought  to  fail.  I  think  the  lapse  of  time  between  the 
agreement  and  the  expiration  of  the  old  lease  nothing  be- 
yond that  which  is  ordinary  and  reasonable.  Therefore, 
supposing  the  rent  and  covenants  sufficient,  and  suppos- 
ing no  act  to  have  been  done  in  material  contravention  of 
the  agreement,  but  that  all  things  in  other  respects  had 
remained  the  same,  and  that  this  bill  had  been  a  bill  by 
John  Dowell,  the  original  tenant,  no  effectual  resistance  to 
the  relief  sought  could,  in  my  judgment,  have  been  offered. 
There  are,  however,  of  course,  points  assumed  for  the 
purpose  of  the  observations  which  I  have  made,  that  re- 
main to  be  considered.  It  is  said,  that  the  present  bill  is  not 
by  the  tenant  with  whom  the  agreement  was  made,  but  by 
some  person  to  whom  he  has  assigned,  or  to  whom  he  is  al- 
leged to  have  assigned,  that  such  an  assignee  cannot  come 
to  the  Court  under  any  circumstances  for  the  perform- 
ance of  the  agreement,  and  that  if  he  could  there  is  no  proof 
here  of  a  valid  or  a  fair  assignment.  Now,  the  question  of 
the  effect  of  the  covenant  against  assigning  does  not  occur 
here,  that  belongs  to  another  part  of  the  argument ;  for, 
if  the  covenant  against  assigning  without  license  has  been 
legally  and  equitably  broken,  and  not  the  breach  waived, 
the  case  must  fail  on  another  ground.  I  apprehend  that, 
subject  to  that  objection,  the  agreement  was  assignable,  and 
especially  with  the  assent  contemporaneous  or  subsequent 
of  the  landlord  for  the  time  being.  It  is  another  question, 
whether  the  landlord  is  to  be  compelled  to  grant  the  lease 
to  the  assignee  without  the  benefit  of  the  personal  respon- 
sibility of  the  original  lessee  for  which  he  contracted :  I 
am  of  opinion,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  so  entitled ;  and  that  though,  if  the  case  be 
free  from  all  other  objection,  Thomas  Dowell  will  be  enti- 
tled to  have  a  lease  granted  to  himself;  yet  he  wiU  not  be 
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80  entitled  without  giving  to  the  landlord,  if  the  landlord  ]  1842. 
shall  require  it,  the  personal  liability  of  John  Dowell  for 
the  covenants.  Before,  therefore,  doing  any  thing  in  favour 
of  the  plaintiff,  I  must  require  an  undertaking  to  that 
effect,  which,  no  objection  having  been  taken  for  want  of 
parties,  will  satisfy  me. 

The  next  contention  is,  that  there  was  no  assignment. 
Looking,  however,  at  the  evidence  of  John  Dowell;  look- 
ing at  tl^e  evidence  of  Higgins,  a  neighbouring  farmer 
and  old  acquaintance  of  the  family ;  looking  at  the  letter 
of  the  sister  which  has  been  produced,  though  I  do  not 
place  much  stress  on  that,  except  as  it  may  seem  to  rebut 
any  imputation  or  inference  of  fraud;  and  looking  at  the 
continued  possession,  the  conduct  of  all  parties,  and  the 
general  aspect  of  the  case ;  I  am  of  opinion,  that  it  is  suffi* 
ciently  made  ont  that  there  was  a  fair  and  sufficient  con- 
tract for  assignment  and  sale  between  the  brothers  in  the 
summer  of  1837,  which  I  think  was  the  date  stated  by  the 
parol  evidence — a  contract  probably  not  committed  to 
writing  until  that  period  of  1839  which  followed  the  dis- 
pute raised  by  Mr.  Dew,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  plaintiff's 
title.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  fact  is  established,  and 
that  I  am  bound  to  treat  Thomas  Dowell,  in  this  cause,  as 
an  assignee  of  the  interest  of  John  Dowell  from  July,  1837, 
clothed  with  possession  and  open  to  no  objection,  except 
that  to  which  I  shall  presently  come,  of  the  proviso  against 
assignment  without  consent. 

The  next  question  is,  whether  the  lease  which  was 
agreed  to  be  granted  was  conformable  to  the  power;  and, 
of  course,  if  it  was  not  conformable  to  the  power,  it  would 
be  useless  and  improper  to  grant  any  relief.  It  is  another 
question  how  the  Court  is  to  arrive  at  the  conclusion, 
whether  it  was  or  was  not  conformable  to  the  power. 

Now,  I  do  not  understand  that  the  answer  raises 
any  issue  with  regard  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  cove- 
nants; and,  therefore,  for  the  purpose  of  this  suit,  at 
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1842.  present  I  must  take  it  for  granted^  that  there  is  no 
such  objection^  not,  however,  meaning  to  preclude  the 
landlord  from  raising  any  such  question  hereafter,  if  he 
thinks  fit.  As  to  the  rent,  it  is  obvious  that,  in  a  case 
of  difficulty,  this  is  a  question  which,  from  its  nature, 
cannot  be  very  satisfactorily  discussed  and  considered 
by  a  judge  in  equity,  without  the  assistance  of  a  jury, 
or  the  opportunity  of  seeing  and  hearing  the  wit- 
nesses. There  must  be  great  risk  of  a  failure  ^f  justice 
in  such  a  course.  Still,  I  agree,  that  courts  of  equity  are 
judges  both  of  fact  and  law ;  and,  with  a  well-known  ex- 
ception, it  is  generally  in  their  discretion,  whether  they 
will  act  for  themselves  without  assistance — ^a  discretion  I 
agree  to  be  exercised  not  arbitrarily  but  judicially,  after 
the  Court  has  become  informed  of  the  evidence.  The  par- 
ticular subject,  however,  which  a  court  of  equity  has  to 
consider,  must  have  its  bearing  on  the  discretion  which  the 
Judge  has  to  exercise.  Now,  this  is  a  question  as  to  the 
value  of  a  farm;  whether  the  rent  fixed  in  1885  was  a  fair 
rent  in  1835  or  in  1837,  when  the  lease  was  to  commence. 
The  case  is  that  of  a  married  lady,  tenant  for  life;  the  hus- 
band a  man  of  business,  (for  I  think  Mr.  Bernard  had  been 
a  banker),  in  the  prime  of  life,  probably  of  mature  judgment 
and  sufficient  in  every  respect  for  the  conduct  of  his  affairs; 
Mr.  Bernard's  circumstances,  it  is  obvious,  rendered  in- 
come very  material  to  him :  prirndfade  these  are  reasons  (by 
no  means  conclusive  reasons)  against  supposing  that  the  rent 
was  too  low.  Mr.  Bernard  himself  is  examined  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  states  distinctly,  that  in  his  opinion  and  judgment 
the  rent  was  a  fair  rent,  with  which  he  and  his  wife  were  and 
would  have  been  satisfied.  The  farm  is  variously  stated  at 
quantities,  ranging  between  600  and  515  acres;  the  rent  is 
i6525.  Mr.  Price,  who  appears  to  be  a  considerable 
yeoman  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  to  be  a  man  of  re- 
spectability and  a  practical  man,  values  the  farm>  one  acre 
with  another,  all  round,  at  £\  per  acre,  which  would  cer- 
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tainly  bring  the  rent  rather  nnder  than  over  £525  per  1842. 
annum.  James  Chambers,  who^  I  think,  was  married  to 
a  deceased  sister  of  the  plaintiff,  gives  the  same  yaluation 
of  it.  There  is,  however,  in  the  plaintiff's  evidence  cer- 
tainly one  remarkable  circumstance,  namelj,  that  Evan 
Williams  agrees  with  Price  and  Chambers  as  to  the  sufB- 
ciencj  of  £i  an  acre  all  round  as  applicable  to  the  year 
1885,  but  he  sajs  that  the  year  1887  was  better;  and  as  to 
the  year  1887,  he,  the  plaintiff's  own  witness,  puts  the 
rent  at  £585  per  annum — ^£10  a  year  more — not  a  very 
material  amount  perhaps,  perhaps  not  an  amount  on  which 
a  jury  would  come  to  a  conclusion  against  the  lease,  but 
there  the  statement  is  among  the  plaintiff's  evidence. 

Now,  the  defendant  has  met  this  evidence  by  testimony 
which,  probably,  I  do  not  overstate,  when  I  say  thBtprimd 
facie  it  seems  of  more  weight.  Mr.  Williams,  who  ap- 
pears  to  be  an  experienced  land  agent  and  surveyor,  takes 
the  quantity  as  given  him  by  Mr.  Dew  at  507  acres  and  a 
fraction,  and  he  values  it,  with  a  singular  minuteness  per- 
haps  open  to  observation,  at  697/.  8».  bd.  The  next  wit- 
ness is  Bluck,  a  farmer.  He  appears  to  have  taken  the 
quantity  firom  Tench,  whom  I  consider  as  Mr.  Dew's 
agent;  and  oddly  enough,  though  Mr.  Dew  gives  Williams 
the  quantity  at  507  acres  and  a  fraction.  Tench  gives  it  to 
Bluck  at  518  and  a  fraction :  Bluck  values  the  teirm  at 
1/.  7s.  an  acre  all  round,  which  would  be  between  £690 
and  £700  a  year,  coming  very  near  Williams's  valuation. 
Tretheuty,  a  land  agent,  gives  £680  a  year.  Plant,  a 
farmer,  gives  1/.  69.  an  acre  all  round.  Tench,  the  agent 
of  Mr.  Dew,  gives  667/.  8».  Fosbrook,  a  surveyor,  who 
says  that  he  had  the  quantity  from  Mr.  Dew,  as  514  acres 
and  a  fraction,  gives  £651/.  6#. 

It  is  impossible  not  to  be  struck  with  the  great  variety 
of  valuations  given  by  these  witnesses,  which  I  mention  as 
shewing  the  impossibility  of  easily  arriving  at  any  certain 
conclusion — an  observation  (certainly  having  stronger  facta 
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1842.  to  support  it)  which  was  made,  I  apprehend,  not  without 
effect,  in  an  important  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  where 
a  lai^e  property  in  the  neighbourhood  of  London,  said  to 
have  been  leased  at  an  undervalue,  was  valued  by  various 
surveyors,  and  one  of  the  persons  who  had  to  advise  on 
that  occasion,  was  so  struck  with  the  discrepancy,  that  he 
caused  a  tabular  representation  of  the  various  valuations, 
all  on  one  side,  to  be  made ;  each  surveyor  being  entitled 
to  equal  credit,  when  their  valuations  were  brought  to- 
gether in  this  form,  they  had  an  appearance  which  rendered 
it  difficult  to  treat  them  seriously.  I  agree,  that  the  dif- 
ference there  was  much  greater  than  the  difference  here; 
still,  I  say,  that  weighing  not  merely  the  number,  but  the 
number  as  well  as  the  probable  relative  weight  of  these 
witnesses,  and  having  particular  regard  to  a  witness,  whom 
I  have  not  yet  mentioned,  namely,  Mr.  Gt)d6ell,  the  imme- 
diate predecessor  of  the  plaintiff^s  father  in  the  farm,  who 
held  it  up  to  1828,  at  a  rent  of  i6700  a  year,  and  whose 
valuation  is  £675  a  year,  I  should,  if  placed  under  the  ne- 
cessity, by  my  view  of  the  duty  belonging  to  me,  of  deciding 
on  this  evidence,  feel  myself  probably  obliged  to  decide  the 
point  of  value  in  favour  of  the  landlord,  and  against  the  ten- 
ant; but  I  cannot  help  seeing  that  it  is  very  possible  that 
I  may  take  an  erroneous  estimate  of  such  a  subject.  I 
cannot  help  seeing  the  vast  advantage  to  justice  pos- 
sibly derivable  from  an  oral  examination  of  these  witnesses 
before  a  judge  and  a  jury,  and  from  observing  their  demean- 
our;  knowing,  as  I  do,  how  frequently  it  has  happened  that  a 
case,  apparently  strong  in  favour  of  one  party  on  written 
evidence,  has  ultimately  come  out  as  strong  in  favour  of 
the  other  party,  not  merely  upon  an  oral  examination  of 
the  witnesses  already  examined,  but  on  the  examination  of 
further  witnesses :  nor  can  I  avoid  recollecting  also,  that, 
if  on  my  view  of  this  evidence,  I  decide  against  the  plaintiff, 
he  is  utterly  remediless,  except  by  appeal  from  my  judg- 
ment, and  must  instantly  be  turned  houseless  on  the  world 
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from  this  farm  which  his  family  has  held  for  twenty  years.         1842. 
I  am  struck^  I  confess^  with  the  danger  of  allowing  my 
own  judgment  to  operate  for  the  purpose  of  final  decision 
against  him^  upon  such  a  case  as  the  present^  and  I  consi- 
der myself  bound  to  send  the  matter  to  a  jury. 

I  have  entered  thus  largely  into  the  evidence,  because 
I  hold  it  generally  to  be  the  duty  of  a  judge  in  equity, 
before  he  abstains  from  deciding  on  a  matter  of  fact,  to 
consider  the  evidence  frdly  from  the  beginning  to  the  end, 
and  then,  and  not  till  then,  to  ask  his  own  conscience,  ju- 
dicially, whether  he  is  in  a  safe  position  to  decide.  I  am 
of  opinion  that  I  am  not.  The  question  must  go  to  a 
court  of  law,  wholly  unprejudiced  by  my  observations, 
which  I  have  made  for  the  reasons  only  that  I  have  men- 
tioned. I  consider  it  very  possible,  that,  even  on  an  exa- 
mination in  open  court  of  the  present  witnesses,  to  say  no- 
thing of  the  possible  production  of  others,  the  aspect  of  the 
case  may  be  importantly  changed. 

We  come  next  to  consider  whether  the  acts  done  have 
amounted  to  that  which  would  have  been  a  forfeiture 
of  the  lease,  if  a  lease  had  been  granted;  and  it  is  of  course 
plain,  if  this  Court  were  satisfied  that  the  lease,  if  granted, 
would  have  been  forfeited  by  breaches  of  covenant,  that  it 
would  be  impossible  to  direct  such  a  lease  to  be  granted. 
It  is  another  question,  how  the  Court  is  to  arrive  at  that 
satisfaction. 

Now,  not  to  consume  too  much  time  in  delivering  the 
reasons  which  I  feel  it  my  duty,  to  some  extent,  to  deliver 
on  this  part  of  the  case,  I  may  very  shortly  dispose  of  one 
head  of  breaches  of  covenant — ^namely,  the  allegations  of 
want  of  repairs  and  of  improper  cultivation.  The  evidence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  on  this  subject,  is  not  confined 
to  the  witnesses  whom  I  have  mentioned.  It  would,  as 
general  evidence,  if  unmet,  be  satisfactory  and  sufficient  to 
shew,  that  the  farm  had  been  properly  treated  and  con- 
ducted. 
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1842.  On  the  other  hand,  there  is  strong  eyidence  on  the 

^^^^^      part  of  the  landlord,  and  going  into  more  particulars,  the 

^•-  other  way.    The  observations,  however,  that  I  have  made 

as  to  the  danger  and  difficulty  of  deciding  in  a  court  of 
equity  finally  on  the  notion  which  the  Coxirt  may  enter- 
tain of  the  e£fect  of  conflicting  written  evidence  as  to  the 
sufficiency  of  rent,  bear  with  much  more  strength  on  the 
question,  whether  this  Court  is  in  a  condition  satisfactorily 
to  decide  on  the  repairs  and  management. 

We  must  recollect  also,  with  reference  to  what  these 
witnesses  state,  that,  as  early  as  June,  1889,  Mr.  Dew  had 
served  a  notice  to  quit,  and  probably  he  is  not  entitled 
much  to  complain,  if,  after  he  had  thus  endeavoured  to 
throw  off  the  burthen  of  the  lease,  and  to  deprive  the 
tenant  of  it,  the  tenant  somewhat  held  his  hand  with  re- 
spect to  expenditure  under  the  covenants.  Another  very 
obvious  observation  is  this,  that  if  the  particulars  of  the 
repairs  and  management  of  a  farm  were  to  be  viewed  in  a 
strict  and  literal  manner,  there  would  be  endless  war 
throughout  the  country  between  landlord  and  tenant;  no 
tenant  could  hold  a  farm  in  safety.  It  has  been  a  very  old 
principle  of  the  law  to  disregard  unimportant  matters  of 
waste.  When  Lord  Eldon  was  in  the  Common  Pleas,  an 
application,  if  I  recollect  right,  was  made  to  that  Court  in  an 
action  of  waste  in  which  there  was  a  verdict,  I  think  with  a 
farthing  damages,  to  convert  the  judgment  into  a  judgment 
for  the  defendant ;  Lord  Eldan  was  very  much  struck  with  it, 
and  at  first  objected ;  but  he  was  satisfied,  by  old  authori* 
ties,  that  that  had  always  been  the  course.  It  is  also  a 
mode  of  viewing  the  subject  which  juries  take  still  more 
largely ;  in  some  cases  perhaps  too  largely,  in  others  not 
unwholesomely  for  justice ;  for  if,  according  to  a  literal 
interpretation  of  strict  covenants,  a  tenant  was  to  be 
ejected  for  a  foul  turnip-field,  an  unhinged  gate,  a  broken 
shutter,  or  small  matters  of  that  description,  which  ire* 
quently  occur  on  the  best-managed  farms,  there  would 
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scarcely  be  a  lease  in  existence  throughout  the  kingdom.  1842. 
It  is  necessary  that  in  these  cases,  juries  and  judges 
should  make  a  reasonable  allowance,  and  not  put  too  strict 
and  precise  an  interpretation  on  such  covenants.  Now, 
there  is  the  evidence  of  surveyors ;  and  when  I  b^an  to 
read  a  catalogue  of  defects  given  by  one  at  least  of  these 
gentlemen,  I  was  struck  with  its  apparent  bulk;  but  when 
I  came  to  the  conclusion  of  the  list,  I  found  that  the  sum- 
ming up  was  about  £280.  It  is,  however,  not  new.  No 
man  who  has  ever  been  a  householder  or  landholder  is 
a  stranger  to  this  kind  of  operation.  An  occupier  of  a 
house  or  a  farm  may  be  constantly  laying  out  money  upon 
it,  allowing  no  seeming  want  of  repair  to  go  unremedied, 
fancying  the  property  to  be  in  the  best  order  and  con- 
dition ;  let  a  surveyor  be  called  in  as  to  the  state  of  re- 
pairs, and  a  thick  volume  of  defects  in  and  out  of  the  house 
will  be  the  probable  result.  I  do  not,  myself,  I  confess, 
pay  any  very  great  attention  to  the  list  of  dilapidations 
which  is  given  by  the  surveyors  here.  That  is,  however,  a 
matter  which  may  most  properly  be  submitted  to  a  jury, 
and  to  a  jury  it  must  go.  I  feel  myself  utterly  unable,  on 
the  evidence,  to  decide  as  to  their  extent,  or  materiality,  or 
immateriality. 

The  only  remaining  question,  I  believe,  is,  as  to  the  effect 
of  the  assignment  without  license,  and  the  underletting  to 
Price.  On  the  underletting  to  Price,  it  must  be  observed, 
however,  that  it  is  not  put  in  issue ;  and  although  breaches 
of  covenant  are  alleged  in  the  answer,  yet  the  answer  goes 
on  to  specify  the  character  of  those  breaches,  and  the  un- 
derletting to  Price  is  in  no  manner  in  issue ;  it  comes  out 
incidentally  on  examining  Price  as  a  witness :  and  I  should 
therefore  run  the  hazard  of  doing  the  greatest  possible  in- 
justice, if,  on  that  ground  only,  I  were  now  to  decide  that 
there  has  been  a  forfeiture  of  the  lease.  It  is  said,  how- 
ever, and  truly,  that  John  Dowell  agreed  for  a  lease  sub« 
ject  to  the  obligations  of  the  old  one,  including  a  provi- 
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1842.  sion  on  pain  of  forfeiture  against  assignment  except  bj 
license  under  hand  and  seal;  and  without  any  license  in 
writing  he  assigns  to  Thomas  Dowell  in  the  month  of 
July,  1837.  Such  a  breach,  however,  it  is  plain,  may  be 
waived^  An  underletting  may  or  may  not  be  what  is 
called  a  continuing  breach,  on  which,  perhaps,  all  the  aa-» 
thorities  do  not  agree ;  but  I  apprehend  an  assignment  is 
a  breach  once  committed,  and  for  all ;  and  if,  therefore, 
after  the  assignment  to  Thomas  Dowell,  Thomas  Dowell 
was  accepted  as  the  tenant,  that  matter  is  waived.  Now, 
am  I  to  say  that  there  is  no  evidence  in  this  case,  that 
Thomas  Dowell  has  been  accepted  as  tenant,  and  therefore 
that  the  breach  in  this  respect  has  not  been  waived?  In 
my  opinion,  there  is  very  strong  evidence  that  he  was.  It 
is  said  by  Mr.  Dew,  that  the  payment  of  rent  to  the  assig- 
nees was  after  his  equitable  title  had  commenced.  Whe« 
ther  it  was  or  was  not  so,  perhaps,  does  not  very  clearly 
appear ;  but  Mr.  Dew  has  received  rent  himself  from  this 
very  man;  and  I  have  the  assignees  themselves,  when  ad- 
vertising the  estate  for  sale — the  sale  at  which,  or  under 
which,  Mr.  Dew  bought,  describing  Thomas  Dowell  as 
being  in  possession  under  this  agreement.  A  judge  and 
jury  may  take  such  a  view  of  that  matter  as  they  may 
think  just  and  right;  but  it  is  impossible  that  I  can  decide 
on  this  evidence  that  that  breach  has  not  been  waived. 
And  upon  this  head  also  one  observation  arises  with  re- 
gard to  the  evidence  of  Price,  which  may  introduce  a  nice 
question :  it  may  do  so — I  give  no  opinion  upon  it.  The 
proviso  against  assigning  or  underletting  without  license 
may  or  may  not  have  been  waived  finally  and  completely,  if 
waived  partially — a  point  as  to  which  Dumpor^s  case  {a)  and 
other  authorities  at  once  occur  to  our  recollection.  Now 
according  to  Price's  evidence,  if  it  is  to  be  relied  on.  Price 
was  actually  in  possession  of  the  underlet  piece  of  land  ly- 
ing at  a  distance  from  the  farm,  at  the  time  when  the  agree- 

(a)  4  Rep.  119  b. 
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ment  of  July^  1835^  was  entered  into,  he  has  ever  since  1842. 
continued  in  that  possession,  and  has  been  so  till  the  pre- 
sent time.  The  question  of  waiver  may  apply  not  merely 
to  the  underletting  to  Price,  but  may  go  deeper.  On  that, 
however,  I  give  no  opinion ;  it  is  a  purely  legal  question. 
When  that  question,  however,  comes  to  be  considered,  it 
may  be  found  uuseful  to  refer,  not  merely  to  Doe  v. 
Bliss  (a),  but  to  earlier  authorities,  which  were  not  cited 
in  this  case :  I  mean  Whitchcot  v.  Fox{b)^  and  the  case  in 
Lord  JMansfiekPs  time  in  Mr.  Cowper^s  reports  (c),  as  well 
as  a  much  more  recent  case  of  Doe  v.  Pritchard(i). 

I  have  alluded  to  the  particulars  of  sale.  It  has  been 
argued  by  Mr.  Russell^  and  very  properly  argued,  though  I 
do  not  agree  in  the  conclusion  which  he  drew,  that  the  as- 
signees have  so  conducted  themselves  by  their  agent  Rose, 
and  otherwise,  as  to  preclude  themselves  from  objecting  to 
the  lease,  at  least  on  the  ground  of  the  amount  of  rent,  if  not 
further,  and  that  they  being  preduded,  Mr.  Dew  would  be. 
I  cannot,  however,  consider  that  to  be  the  effect  of  what  the 
assignees  have  done.  The  argument  must  assume  before  it 
has  any  place,  that  there  was  no  originally  binding  agree- 
ment. What  pretence  is  there  for  saying  there  was  a  new 
agreement  ?  Before  there  could  be  confirmation,  even  if  the 
Statute  of  Frauds  were  out  of  the  question— before  there 
could  be  confirmation,  you  must  shew  that  the  assignees 
intended  to  confirm  with  knowledge  of  the  infirmity  in  the 
title ;  in  which  points,  the  case  is,  as  it  appears  to  me, 
deficient;  and  the  particulars  of  sale,  though  they  are 
very  good  evidence  against  them,  as  any  declaration  would 
be,  that  they  knew  of  Thomas  Dowell  being  the  tenant, 
and  knew  that  he  was  tenant  under  an  agreement,  and 
were  selling  the  property  not  objecting  to  it,  cannot 
I  think  amount  to  a  contract  in  favour  of  the  tenant,  nor 
can  the  language  of  the  conveyance  to  Mr.  Dew,  as  I  con- 

(a)  4  Taunt  735.  (c)  Probably  Goodright  v.  Davids^  Cowp,  803. 

(6)  Cro.  Jac.  398.         [d)  5  B.  &  Ad.  765. 
bb2 


868  CASES   IN   CHANCBBT* 

1842.        ceive^  have  that  effect.    The  question  of  the  Talidity  of  the 
agreement  of  1885  is^  I  conceive,  fully  open  to  him. 

The  decree  pronounced  ^as  this : — 

Declare  that  it  appean  that  John  Dowell,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  date  and  signature  of  the  agreement  of  July,  1835,  and  from  thence- 
forth until  and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bernard,  was  in  possession 
and  occupation  of  the  farm  as  tenant  under  the  lease  of  1823,  and  under 
that  agreement  subject  as  to  such  part,  if  any,  thereof,  as  was  held  by 
William  Price  under  the  said  John  Dowell,  as  tenant  to  him,  to  such 
under-tenancy,  if  any,  of  the  said  William  Price.  And  it  appearing  that 
Mrs.  Bernard  lived  until  some  time  in  the  month  of  May,  1837,  and 
therefore  some  months  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  demised  by  the 
lease  of  1823 — Declare  that  the  agreement  of  1835  was  (subject  to  the 
question  of  the  sufficiency  of  the  rent  made  payable,  and  the  covenants 
provided  by  such  agreement)  a  good  equitable  execution  of  the  power  of 
leasing  given  or  reserved  to  Mrs.  Bernard  by  the  settlement ;  but  such 
declaration  is  without  prejudice  to  the  said  questions  as  to  the  rents  and 
covenants.  Continue  the  injunction  until  further  order,  but  without  pre- 
judice to  the  leave  given  to  proceed  at  law,  as  afler  mentioned,  the  plain- 
tiff continuing  his  former  undertakings,  and  undertaking  to  treat  and  ma- 
nage the  farm  in  a  proper  and  husbandlike  manner,  and  undertaking  that 
John  Dowell  shall  join  in  the  lease,  if  a  lease  shall  hereafter  be  granted. 
And  the  defendant,  John  Dew,  alleging  the  insufficiency  of  tlie  said  rents 
and  covenants,  and  alleging  that  breaches  of  covenant  have  been  com- 
mitted which  are  not  relievable  in  equity,  and  have  not  been  waived,  let 
the  defendant  Dew,  within  six  weeks,  bring  an  action  of  ejectment  on  his 
own  demise  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  the  possession  of  the  farm;  the 
plaintiffs  in  equity  not  to  set  up  any  objection  on  the  ground  of  want  of 
proof  uf  a  notice  to  quit  prior  to  June,  1839,  or  on  the  ground  of  any 
waiver  or  supposed  waiver  of  any  such  prior  notice,  but  that  is  to  be 
without  prejudice  to  any  other  question  between  the  parties  in  the  action 
as  to  the  effect  of  any  conduct  of  either  party  or  otherwise;  and  let  the 
plaintiff  become  the  defendant  in  such  action;  and  let  the  parties  so  pro- 
ceed therein  as  to  enable  issue  to  be  joined  in  such  action  before  the 
end  of  Trinity  Term  next;  and  let  either  party  be  at  liberty  to  proceed 
to  judgment  in  such  action,  but  execution  therein  is  hereby  stayed  until 
further  order :  and  let  all  the  exhibits  in  this  cause  be  in  Court  at  the 
trial  of  such  action ;  and  let  all  or  any  of  them  be  produced  in  evidence 
at  such  trial,  upon  the  request  of  either  party,  saving  just  exceptions ; 
and,  in  the  meantime,  let  either  party  be  at  liberty,  at  his  own  expense, 
to  have  copies  of  the  said  exhibits  of  the  other  parties  :  and  let  it  be  ad- 
mitted by  each  party  at  the  said  trial,  for  the  purposes  of  the  action,  that 
Mrs.  Bernard's  death  happened  on  the  15th  of  May,  1837;  Mr.  Bernard's 
bankruptcy  in  the  year  1832 ;  the  consequent  title  of  his  assignees  there- 
under to  his  life  estate,  and  the  names  of  such  assignees ;  the  settle- 
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ment,  the  lease  of  1823 ;  the  fact  that  John  Dowell,  as  the  personal  repre-  1842. 

■entative  of  the  lessee,  was  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  lease  before  and 
in  July,  1885;  the  signature  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bernard  in  July,  1835 ; 
the  agreement  of  that  date,  the  particulars  of  sale  and  contract  with  Mr. 
Dew,  and  the  conyeyance  to  him.  Let  it  also  be  admitted  on  the  trial, 
for  the  purposes  of  the  action,  that  on  the  3rd  of  February,  1837,  in  pur- 
suance of  the  agreement,  Mrs.  Bernard,  with  the  intention  of  performing 
the  same*  and  of  acting  in  due  exercise  of  the  power  of  leasing  conferred 
by  the  settlement,  executed  an  indenture  of  lease  to  John  Dowell  of  the 
farm  for  the  term,  at  the  rent  and  with  and  under  the  covenants  and  pro* 
visions  required  by  the  said  agreement;  that  she  duly  executed  such  lease 
with  the  formalities  required  by  the  power,  and  that  John  Dowell  duly 
executed  a  counterpart  thereof;  and  that  such  indenture  was  dated  the 
3rd  of  February,  1837;  and,  except  as  necessarily  varied  by  the  differ- 
ence of  date,  the  different  commencement  of  the  term  and  the  different 
name  of  the  lessee,  was  conformable  in  all  respects  to  the  lease  of  1823; 
and  that  all  the  estate  and  interest  of  John  Dowell,  under  the  agreement 
of  1835,  and  under  the  indenture  of  1837,  were  by  deed  assigned  by  him 
to  the  plaintiff,  Thomas  DoweU,  in  July,  1837.  And  the  defendant, 
Thomas  Dew,  is  not  to  take  any  advantage  on  such  trial  of  any  breach  of 
covenant  subsequent  to  serving  the  notice  to  quit  of  June,  1839,  or  of 
the  non-payment,  or  any  failure  in  payment  of  rent.  And  the  plaintiff 
in  equity  is  not  to  take  any  advantage  on  such  trial  of  any  receipt  of 
rent,  by  or  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Dew,  subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  in 
this  cause.  Reserve  further  directions  until  after  judgment  in  such 
action.  Reserve  all  costs,  here  and  at  law,  with  liberty  to  apply.  And 
let  there  be  directions  as  to  witnesses  in  this  cause,  dead  or  unable  to 
attend,  as  in  the  case  of  an  issue ;  and  continue  the  order  as  to  the  rent, 
and  the  plaintiff's  undertakings  until  further  order.  And  let  the  defendant 
DeWy  within  six  weeks  from  this  time,  cause  to  be  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff m  equity,  or  his  solicitor,  full  particulars  of  such,  if  any,  breaches  or 
alleged  breaches  of  covenant,  and  such,  if  any,  acts  or  alleged  acts  of  for- 
feiture, and  such,  if  any,  acts  as  he  shall  contend  to  have  entitled  him  to 
re-enter,  as  he  intends  to  rely  upon  at  the  trial;  and  the  periods  within 
which  he  contends  that  the  same  were  committed,  and  the  particulars  also, 
if  any,  and  the  instances  and  reports,  if  any,  on  which  he  intends  to 
allege  the  lease  to  contain  insufficient  covenants.  And  in  the  event  of 
obtaining  a  decree  for  specific  performance,  the  plaintiff  to  undertake  to 
put  the  farm  into  repair  and  order  according  to  the  covenants  within 
six  months  afterwards;  and  to  abide  by  such  order  as  to  the  rent  for  the 
time  past  and  to  come,  as  this  Court  shaU  think  fit  to  make;  and  in  such 
event  aiT  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  and  John  Dowell  severally  undertaking, 
thai  John  Dowell  shall  join  in  such  lease  as  this  Court  shall  direct  to  be 
executed,  and  be  liable  for  the  rent  and  covenants  therein  to  be  reserved 
and  contained.  And  the  plaintiff  in  equity  consenting,  let  him  be  ordered 
not  to  remove  from  the  farm  more  than  two-thirds  of  the  present  corn 
crops  therein  without  the  leave  of  the  Court,  till  further  order. 
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1842. 

James  v.  Frearson. 
Agnes  TAYLOB  being  seised  and  possessed  of  con 


March  4th» 


OnabiUfiled 

^toJfsedcS^'  siderable  real  and  personal  estate,  by  her  will  dated  the 
to  charge  him     gth  March,  1816,  after  bequeathing  to  Esther  James  her 

in  respect  of  ^  o 

devastavit  household  goods  and  furniture,  gave,  devised,  and  be- 

hkooM$xecator,  queathed  all  her  ready  money,  securities  for  money,  book 

SLe^d^dwIt'  debts,  &c.,  and  all  other  her  property,  real  and  personal, 

by  his  answer,  to  her  ncphcw  James  Frearson,  the  son  of  the  testatrix's 

denied  that  he 

had  ever  inter-  late  brother  Johu  Frearson,  John  Dickenson,  and  Francis 
tator'saffidra*'  J^Bies,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators  respec- 
^Se^*^***™*  tively,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  said  estates,  upon 
cuter;  and  it  trust  that  they  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and 
that  he  had  not  the  hcirs,  cxecutors,  and  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
tiQ*the  death  should  coUect,  get  in,  and  convert  the  same  into  money, 
to  *^iy  w*'  *^^  thereout  pay  her  funeral  expenses  and  just  debts,  and 
nevertheless,  after  paying  £100  to  Esther  James,  invest  the  clear  residue 
den^  of  two"  in  the  public  funds,  or  on  real  security,  and  out  of  the 
BpSwng  to  dif-  dividends  and  interest  of  such  funds  and  securities,  apply  a 
ferent  facts,       sufficient  sum  towards  the  support  and  education  of  James 

but  corroborat-  * 

ed  by  circum-  Taylor  James,  the  son  of  Esther  James,  until  he  should 

especiaiiy^by^  attain  the  age  of  21,  and  upon  his  attaining  that  age  to 

oon/*^Bition  P*^  *^^  transfer  to  him  all  such  principal  monies,  stocks, 

deedhavmg  funds,  and  securities;  and  in  case  he  should  die  under 

by  the  surviv-  21,  to  pay  and  transfer  the  same  unto  and  amongst  the 

irtuTSe'exe-  children  who  should  be  then,  living  of  the  testatrix's  bro- 

cutor  of  the  ther,  John  Frearson,  in  equal  shares.    The  will  contained 

deceased,  that  '  ^  *  i 

there  was  a  suf.  a  declaration  that  the  trustees  should  not  be  charged  or 

forlnquhi^  chargeable  with  any  more  of  the  monies  and  premises  than 

'^^^i^"^  they  respectively  should  actuaUy  receive,  and  that  one  of 

executor.    The  them  should  not  be  answerable  or  accountable  for  the 

Court  accord- 
ingly directed  other  of  them,  but  each   for  his   own  acts  and  defaults 
special  enqni-  ^^i« 
r&onthesub-  ^^7- 

ject.  The  testatrix  died  on  the  26th  May,  1816,  leaving  the 

several  persons  named  in  her  will  surviving  her.    Esther 
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James  in  1827  married  Edward  Newby.  John  Dickenson  1842. 
died  in  December,  1823,  having  by  his  will  appointed  his 
wife  Elinor  Dickenson  his  sole  executrix,  who  proved  his 
will,  and  died  in  the  year  1825,  leaving  Benson  Harrison 
her  executor,  who  duly  proved  her  will.  James  Taylor 
James  attained  the  age  of  21  in  July,  1836. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  James  Taylor  James  against  James 
Frearson  and  Erands  James.  It  stated  that  the  defendants 
and  Dickenson,  who  was  an  attorney,  upon  the  decease  of 
the  testatrix  accepted  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  took  upon 
themselves  the  execution  of  it;  that  the  farming-stock  and 
other  personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  was  sold  by  auction 
on  behalf  of  the  executors,  and  that  the  defendants  at- 
tended and  sanctioned  the  sale;  that  the  monies  got  in  on 
account  of  the  testatrix^s  estate,  including  the  monies 
arising  from  the  auction,  were  received  by  Dickenson,  with 
the  sanction  and  permission  of  the  defendants;  that 
Dickenson  out  of  such  monies  paid  the  debts  and  funeral 
expenses  of  the  testatrix  and  the  legacy  of  £100,  but  that 
he  never  invested  the  residue,  though  amounting  to  up- 
wards of  £4000,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  nor  ever 
allowed  him  any  maintenance,  nor  ever  proved  the  will; 
that  the  defendants  took  no  steps  to  compel  Dickenson 
properly  to  perform  the  trusts  of  the  will,  although  he 
acted  and  professed  to  act  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the 
defendants;  that  the  defendants  had  since  Dickenson's 
death  proved  the  will;  that  the  defendant  James,  on  seve- 
ral occasions  in  the  lifetime  of  Dickenson,  received  con- 
siderable sums  of  money  from  Dickenson,  or  his  clerk 
Sykes,  on  account  of  the  testatrix's  estate ;  that  the  amount 
of  these  sums  had  been,  in  breach  of  trust,  retained  by  the 
defendant  James,  with  the  privity  of  the  other  defendant, 
and  secur^,  as  they  pretended,  by  a  mortgage  of  an  estate 
of  James;  that  Dickenson's  estate  was  insolvent,  and 
that  the  defendants  had  entered  into  a  composition  with 
Benson  Harrison,  the  representative  of  Dickenson,  under 
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1842.  which  they  had  received  an  inconsiderable  dividend  on 
account  of  the  testatrix's  estate,  and  that  since  the  execu* 
tion  of  that  deed,  Benson  Harrison  had  received  nothing 
on  account  of  Dickenson^s  estate. 

As  evidence  (in  addition  to  what  has  been  previously- 
stated)  that  the  defendants  acted  in  the  executorship  be- 
fore the  death  of  Dickenson,  the  bill  alleged,  that  on  the 
occasion  of  the  testatrix's  funeral,  her  will  was  read  over 
to  the  defendants  and  the  assembled  relatives,  and  that 
neither  of  the  defendants  made  any  observation  expressive 
of  an  intention  not  to  accept  the  trusts ;  that  the  sale  of 
the  testatrix^s  effects  was  advertised  in  the  usual  manner; 
that  both  the  defendants  were  present  at  the  sale,  and 
took  part  therein  as  executors ;  and  that  during  the  life  of 
Dickenson,  and  while  he  acted  or  professed  to  act  as  exe- 
cutor, the  defendants  called  several  times  at  his  office  to 
enquire  into  the  state  of  the  affairs  of  the  estate  of  the 
testatrix,  and  to  require  £rom  him  an  account  of  the  monies 
paid  and  received  by  him  on  account  of  the  estate,  and  that 
latterly  they  were  unable  to  see  John  Dickenson,  but  saw 
his  clerk  Sykes. 

The  bill  prayed,  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testatrix  possessed  by  Dickenson,  or 
which  but  for  his  wilfol  default  might  have  been  received 
by  him,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  defendants 
were  severally  liable  for  the  sums  received  by  Dickenson, 
and  not  accounted  for  by  him,  and  might  be  decreed  to 
make  good  the  same ;  and  that  an  accoimt  might  be  taken 
of  all  sums  received  by  each  of  the  defendants  on  account 
of  the  testatrix's  estate,  with  half-yearly  rests,. and  £5  per 
cent,  interest  on  the  balances  from  time  to  time  appearing 
to  be  in  their  hands,  and  they  might  be  decreed  to  pay 
the  same;  and  that  in  case  either  of  them  should  appear 
to  be  insolvent,  that  each  should  be  declared  liable  for  the 
amount  found  due  fit>m  both,  and  should  be  decreed  to 
pay  the  same. 
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The  defendant  Frearson,  by  his  answer^  denied  that  he  1842. 
did  upon  the  death  of  the  testatrix  accept  the  trusts  of  the 
will,  or  that  he  had  undertaken  the  execution  thereof, 
until  after  the  death  of  Dickenson;  for  knowing  that 
Dickenson  had  been  the  confidential  agent  and  adviser  of 
the  testatrix,  and  that  he  was  then  employed  as  such  agent 
and  adviser  by  Esther  James  and  Francis  James,  who  irom 
their  near  connection  with  the  plaintiff,  were  the  proper 
guardians  of  his  interests,  the  defendant  forbore  to  inter- 
fere in  any  manner  in  the  executorship  during  the  lifetime 
of  Dickenson.  He  admitted  that,  on  the  death  of  Dicken- 
son, he  was  requested  by  Mrs.  Newby  (formerly  Esther 
James)  to  undertake  the  trusts  of  the  will,  and  he  then 
discovered  for  the  first  time  that  Dickenson  had  not 
proved  the  will,  but  had  acted  as  executor  and  had  called 
in  the  testatrix's  mortgages,  and  conyerted  into  money  the 
rest  of  her  personal  estate,  and  mixed  the  proceeds  with 
his  own  monies.  The  defendant  then  stated,  that  under 
such  circumstances  he  was  unwilling  to  undertake  the 
executorship,  but  to  prevent  the  total  loss  of  the  estate  he 
did  so,  and  he  accordingly,  together  with  the  defendant 
James,  proved  the  will.  He  further  stated,  that  having 
taken  upon  himself  the  executorship,  he  took  legal  advice 
as  to  whether  he  should  file  a  bill  against  Benson  Harrison 
for  the  recovery  of  what  was  due  firom  Dickenson,  but 
upon  being  informed  that  Dickenson's  estate  was  insolvent, 
he  forbore  to  take  that  step ;  and  he  admitted,  that  after 
an  investigation  of  Dickenson's  affairs,  and  after  several 
meetings  of  Dickenson's  creditors,  at  one  of  which  the  ba- 
lance due  from  Dickenson's  estate  to  that  of  the  testatrix 
was,  upon  an  examination  of  the  accounts,  found  to  be 
£4180,  he  the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  James,  did, 
at  the  request  of  Mrs.  Newby,  who  took  an  active  part 
at  the  meetings,  execute  to  Benson  Harrison,  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  other  creditors  of  Dickenson,  a  deed  of  com- 
position, bearing  date  the  19th  Noyember,  1831,  under 
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1842.  whicli  two  dividends  of  ^£1465  and  139/.  13«.  (latter  being 
understood  to  be  a  final  dividend)  were  received  on  ac« 
count  of  the  testatrix's  estate.  The  defendant  denied  all 
knowledge^  till  after  the  death  of  Dickenson,  of  the  pay** 
xnents  made  by  Dickenson  and  Sykes  to  the  defendant 
James ;  but  he  stated,  that  upon  those  payments  coming 
to  his  knowledge,  he  required  a  security  from  James,  and 
finding  that  he  had  no  better  security  to  give,  he  admitted 
that  he  had  taken  £rom  James  a  mortgage  for  iSlOOO,  the 
amount  of  three  sums  and  interest,  advancing  to  James, 
out  of  the  testatrix's  estate,  £200  in  addition,  in  order  to 
pay  o£f  a  former  mortgage,  and  thereby,  as  the  defimdant 
submitted,  to  better  the  mxmniy  by  getting  in  the  legal 
eitete*  And  he  alleged  that  he  had  always  been  ready  and 
willing,  and  had  frequently  offered,  to  assign  the  mortgage 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  the  meantime  to  pay  the  rent  (£39) 
to  him.  He  admitted  that  he  was,  as  a  relative  of  the  tes- 
tatrix, present  at  the  reading  of  her  will,  and  that  he  made 
no  objection  to  the  executorship.  He  also  admitted  that 
he,  on  his  return  from  market,  was  present  at  the  sale, 
but  denied  that  he  took  any  part  in  it  as  executor,  or  that 
he  ever  authorized  advertisements  in  his  name.  He  denied 
the  whole  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill  as  to  his  calling 
with  the  other  defendant  at  Dickenson's  ofSce,  and  as  to 
what  took  place  there.  He  did  not,  however,  deny  that 
he  had  ever,  for  any  purpose,  called  at  Dickenson's  office. 

The  answer  of  the  defendant  James  did  not  materially 
differ  firom  the  answer  of  Frearson,  except  that  he  ad- 
mitted having  gone  to  Dickenson's  office  in  his  lifetime 
on  affairs  of  his  own. 

In  support  of  his  case,  the  plaintiff  examined  two  wit- 
nesses. One  of  these,  Mrs.  Newby,  stated  that  after  the 
funeral  of  the  testatrix,  her  friends  returned  to  the  house, 
when  the  will  was  read  aloud  by  Isaac  Dickenson,  the  bro- 
ther of  John  Dickenson,  both  the  defendants  being  present, 
and  the  names  of  the  trustees  and  executors  bemg  dis- 
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fiactly  mentioned,  and  that  tlie  deponent  did  not  hear  1842. 
either  of  the  d^endants  refuse  to  aooept  the  tmats;  and 
that  after  the  will  was  read  Isaac  Dickenson  took  it  away 
with  him.  The  deponent  also  stated,  that  the  farming- 
stock  and  effects  were  sold  by  order  of  the  trustees,  who 
were  both  present  at  the  sale  in  the  capacity  of  trastees, 
and  exercised  acts  of  anthority  or  ownership,  by  giving 
orders  respecting  the  sale,  namely,  by  ordering  the  de-* 
ponent,  who  was  resident  in  the  house,  to  provide  refresh- 
ments and  make  things  ready ;  that  on  the  day  of  the  sale 
the  deponent  asked  both  defendants  to  give  her  a  pig,  &c., 
which  they  agreed  to;  and  that  when  the  defendants  were 
in  the  habit  of  going  to  see  John  Dickenson,  the  defend* 
ant  James  used  to  call  at  the  deponent's  house  on  his  re* 
turn,  &c. 

The  other  witness,  Sykes,  deposed  to  several  calls  having 
been  made  by  the  defendant  Frearson  at  Dickenson's 
office,  during  his  lifetime,  for  the  purpose  of  making  en- 
quiries relative  to  the  affairs  of  the  testatrix ;  and  he  also 
stated,  that  on  one  occasion  both  the  defendants  called 
together,  but  that  Dickenson,  by  reason  of  illness,  de- 
clined to  see  them :  that  nothing  particular,  however,  was 
said  on  this  occasion,  except  that  James  enquired  gene* 
rally  how  the  accounts  of  the  testatrix  were  going  on» 

Mr.  Swanaton  and  Mr.  RamiUy,  for  the  plaintiff,  referred 
to  MucklawY,  FuUer  (a)  and  Booth  v.  Booth  {b). 

Mr.  Riusell  and  Mr.  PhUUps,  for  the  defendants,  con- 
tended that  there  was  no  ground  whatever  for  charging 
the  defendant  Frearson  in  respect  of  anything  which  took 
place  before  the  death  of  John  Didcenson. 

Thb  Vicb-Chancellob. — ^Every  step  which  has  been 
(a)  Jac  198.  (6)  1  Beav.  125. 
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1842.  taken  in  the  argument  has  only  shewn  it  to  be  more  and 
more  absolutely  necessary  that  an  enquiry  should  be  di* 
rected  upon  almost  every  point  raised  in  the  pleadings. 

The  plaintiff^  who  attained  his  majority  in  1836,  and 
filed  his  bill  in  1839^  sues  as  the  residuary  legatee  of  a  tes- 
tatrix who  died  more  than  twenty  years  ago.  The  de- 
fendants are  the  surviying  executors  and  trustees  of  the 
testatrix.  The  subject-matter  of  the  transactions  in  ques- 
tion is  only  personalty.  The  defendants  were  relatives  of 
the  testatrix,  who  carried  on  the  business  of  a  farmer,  and 
appears  to  have  been  wealthy.  Dickenson,  one  of  the 
trustees  and  executors,  was  a  professional  gentleman,  and 
probably  concerned  for  her  in  her  lifetime.  Probably,  for 
this  reason  the  lady  put  him  in  the  administration  of  her 
aflfairs  after  her  death.  It  appears,  however,  singularly 
enough,  that  though  the  personal  estate  consisted  of 
several  thousands  of  pounds,  and  was  not  confined  to 
farming-stock  and  matters  of  that  description,  there  was 
no  probate  in  the  lifetime  of  Dickenson,  who  survived  her 
several  years,  and  died  in  1823.  Probate  was,  in  the  year 
1825,  taken  out  by  the  two  defendants  on  the  record.  It 
is  clear,  however,  that  during  the  years  which  elapsed  be- 
tween  the  death  of  the  testatrix  and  that  of  Dickenson,  the 
estate  was  administered  by  the  defendants  and  Dickenson, 
or  some  or  one  of  the  three,  substantially  in  the  same  way 
as  if  probate  had  been  obtained.  It  appears  that  Dicken- 
son, at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  received  several  sums 
upon  account  of  the  personal  estate,  and  was  indebted  to 
the  estate  in  a  large  amount,  exceeding  £4000 ;  and  after 
the  death  of  Dickenson,  the  defendants,  having  proved  the 
will,  appear  to  have  entered  into  an  arrangement  with  the 
representatives  of  Dickenson  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
that  demand,  and  receiving  payment  from  the  estate  of 
Dickenson,  by  way  of  composition.  We  are,  however,  left 
in  the  dark  during  the  six  or  seven  years  between  the 
death  of  Dickenson  and  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  as  to 
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the  particulars  of  the  sum  left  in  the  hands  of  Dickenson.  1842. 
It  is  suggested  for  Frearson  that  he  cannot  be  compelled  to 
account  for  them^  because^  amongst  other  reasons^  he  did 
not  prove  the  will  till  the  death  of  Dickenson.  From  the 
absence  of  probate^  however^  in  Dickenson's  lifetime  little 
is  to  be  inferredi  because^  if  there  was  no  probate^  matters 
went  on  as  if  it  had  been  taken  out  in  the  usual  way ;  and 
as  to  this  or  any  other  matter^  the  defendant  has  entered 
into  no  evidence  in  the  cause,  oral  or  documentary. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  two  witnesses  have  been 
examined.  One  of  them,  the  plaintiff's  mother,  was  at 
the  house  at  the  time  of  the  testatrix's  death,  and  was 
present  at  some  of  the  transactions  which  took  place  after 
her  death;  and  if  the  evidence  of  the  two  witnesses  is  to 
be  believed,  no  doubt  they  establish  the  fact,  that  in  the 
lifetime  of  Dickenson,  and  at  an  early  period  after  the 
death  of  the  testatrix,  Frearson  had  accepted  the  executor- 
ship. I  say  if  it  is  to  be  believed,  because  Frearson  has 
denied  it.  It  is  not  proposed  to  decide,  and  I  do  not  say 
that  I  shall  now  decide,  that  point ;  but  to  say  in  the  face 
of  the  facts  appearing  from  the  evidence,  more  especially 
the  fact  of  a  large  balance  remaining  in  the  hands  of 
Dickenson  at  his  death,  followed  by  a  deed  of  composition 
by  his  executors  after  his  death,  to  say,  as  has  been  sug- 
gested, that  there  shall  be  no  enquiry  as  to  these  circum- 
stances, is  a  proposition  of  such  a  nature  as  it  has  seldom 
occurred  to  me  to  hear  made  in  a  court  of  justice.  It  is 
plain  there  must  be  an  enquiry. 

Before,  however,  I  proceed  to  direct  the  enquiries,  I  may 
remark  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word  ''  both,"  in  the  de- 
position of  Mrs.  Newby.  It  is  clear  that  she  meant  both 
the  defendants.  Looking  at  the  whole  of  her  evidence 
it  is  impossible  to  think  otherwise. 

The  transaction  as  to  James,  the  other  executor,  equally 
demands  enquiry.  I  have  been  anxious,  as  far  as  I  could, 
jiot  to  express  any  opinion  on  the  case,  and  I  desire,  in 
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1842.  Bending  it  to  the  Master's  Office^  to  have  it  understood 
that  I  express  no  opinion  as  to  what  ought  to  be  the  result 
of  all  the  facts^  after  going  before  the  Master.  All  I  de- 
cide is,  that  it  is  a  case  for  enquiry,  with  large  and  ample 
discretionary  powers  in  the  Master.  The  Registrar  will 
take  a  note  of  there  being  no  objection  for  want  of  parties* 

Direct  the  ordinary  administration  accounts  against  the  two  defendants 
as  if  they  were  the  only  executors.  Then  let  the  Master  enquire  what 
parts  of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate,  if  any,  are  now  outstanding;  and  if 
any  parts  of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate  are  now  outstanding,  how  long 
the  sam^  have  heen  so,  and  under  what  circumstances.  Enquire  when, 
and  hy  what  person  or  persons,  and  in  what  character,  and  under  what  cir- 
cumstances, all  other  parts  of  the  testatrix's  personal  estate  have  heen  pos- 
sessed, received,  applied,  and  disposed  of,  and  what  has  hecome  thereof. 
Enquire  and  state  what  payments  were  properly  made  on  account  of  the 
testatrix's  estate,  or  in  the  course  of  a  due  administration  thereof  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  late  John  Dickenson,  and  when  and  by  whom,  and  in  what 
character,  and  to  what  amount.  The  Master,  in  considering  what  pay* 
ments  were  so  made,  not  to  have  regard  to  the  probate  not  being  pro- 
duced. Enquire  and  report  whether  Dickenson  in  his  lifetime  ever,  and 
when,  first  accepted  the  trusteeship  or  executorship  of  the  testatrix's  will, 
and  whether  in  his  lifetime  he  acted  in  that  character,  and  when  first. 
Enquire  and  report  when  first  the  defendants  respectively  accepted,  or 
agreed  to  accept,  the  trusteeship  and  executorship  of  the  said  will ;  and 
whether  the  defendants,  or  either  and  which  of  them,  ever,  and  when, 
first  acted  in  such  trusteeship  or  executorship  in  the  lifetime  of  John 
Dickenson.  Enquire  and  report  in  what  sum  and  under  what  circum- 
stances John  Dickenson  was  indebted  to  the  testatrix's  estate  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  and  by  what  means  he  had  become  so,  and  how  long  he 
had  been  so.  Enquire  and  report  when  first  the  defendants  respectively, 
or  either  and  which  of  them,  had  notice  that  John  Dickenson  was  in- 
debted to  the  estate  of  the  testatrix  in  any  and  what  sum.  Enquire  and 
report  whether  the  defendant,  Francis  James,  was,  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  bill,  indebted  to  the  testatrix's  estate  in  any  and  what  sum  of  money, 
and  by  what  means,  and  under  what  circumstances,  and  when  he  had  be- 
come ao,  and  how  long  he  had  been  so,  and  when  first  Uie  defendant  Frear- 
son  had  notice  that  James  was  indebted  to  the  testatrix's  estate  in  any  and 
what  sum  of  money.  Enquire  and  state  whether  the  defendant  Frearson 
ever,  and  when,  took  any  and  what  security  or  securities  from  the  defendant 
James,  in  respect  of  any  and  what  sum  due  from  the  defendant  James  to 
the  testatrix's  estate,  and  under  what  circumstances,  and  what,  if  any  thing, 
has  been  produced  thereby,  and  what,  if  any  thing,  the  defendant  Frearson 
received,  and  the  value  of  such  securities.  Enquire  under  what  circum- 
stances the  composition  deed  of  the  19th  November,  1831,  was  entered 
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into,  and  what,  if  any  thing,  has  been  received  by  the  parties  to  this 
cause,  or  any  or  either  and  which  of  them,  or  by  or  for  their  or  his  order 
or  use,  under  or  by  virtue  of  such  deed,  and  whether  anything  now  re- 
mains to  be  received  thereunder.  Enquire  and  state  when  the  plaintiff 
attained  his  majority;  when  he  first  had  notice  of  the  composition  deed; 
when  he  first  had  notice  of  the  defendant  James  being  indebted  to  the 
said  testatrix's  estate,  and  when  he  first  had  notice  of  the  security  obtain- 
ed from  James.  Enquire  and  state  whether  any  and  what  account  or 
accounts  was  or  were  ever,  and  when,  settled  between  the  plaintiff  oor  the 
one  hand,  and  the  defendants,  or  the  defendants  and  Walker,  or  any  or 
either  and  which  of  them,  on  the  other,  and  of  what  nature  and  under 
what  circumstances;  and  if  the  Master  shall  find  any  such  accounts  to 
have  been  settled,  let  him  state  all  the  particulars  relating  thereto,  and 
whether,  when  the  plaintiff  settled  the  same,  he  had  notice  of  all  tlie  ma- 
terial facts  and  circumstances  relating  to  the  subject  thereof.  Enquire 
and  state  whether  any  and  what  vouchers,  or  other  documents  or  papers 
relating  to  the  said  testatrix's  estate,  or  the  administration  thereof, 
were  ever,  and  when,  delivered  to  the  plaintifi^  or  by  his  order  or 
for  his  use,  and  by  whom,  and  under  what  circumstances,  and  what 
has  become  thereof;  and  whether  the  defendants,  or  either  and  which  of 
them,  at  the  time  of  fih'ng  the  bill,  or  at  any  time  since,  had  in  their  or 
his  possession  or  power  any  and  what  documents,  papers,  or  writings  re- 
lating to  the  said  testatrix's  estate,  or  the  administration  thereof.  Liberty 
to  state  any  special  circumstances  with  respect  to  the  acts  and  conduct  of 
the  defendants  and  Dickenson  respectively,  between  the  death  of  the 
testatrix  and  the  death  of  Dickenson,  or  subsequently,  relating  to  her 
affairs,  or  the  administration  thereof.  Liberty  to  state  special  circum- 
stances (if  he  shall  find  any)  with  respect  to  the  acts  and  conduct  of  the 
plaintiff,  in  respect  of  the  matters  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  since  hia 
majority.  Liberty  to  state  any  special  circumstances  with  regard  to  any 
of  the  matters  aforesaid.  Let  the  accounts  and  enquiries  as  to  the  testa- 
trix's estate,  and  receipts  and  payments  in  respect  thereof,  be  without  pre- 
judice to  the  effect,  if  any,  to  be  given  to  any  settled  account  or  accounts^ 
if  the  Master  shall  find  any.  Usual  directions  for  discovery  and  produc- 
tion of  documents.  Reserve  further  directions  and  coats,  with  liberty  to 
apply. 


1842. 
Jambs 

V. 

Fbxarson. 
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1842. 

March  \Mh,  MoRBlS  V.  LiVIE. 

15M.  -13 

Testator  be-  JtvOBERT  LIVIE,  the  elder,  by  his  will,  dated  the  20th 
SnrB^fti^tf  of  December,  1806,  gave  and  bequeathed  unto  his  brother- 
his  three  exe-     in-law,  Alexander  Champion,  and  his  partner  Eobert  Livie 

caton,  BO  much  '  r       >  r 

money  u  would  the  yonnger,  the  sum  of  iE4000,  upon  trust  that  they  and  the 
S^is,  which  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or  administrators  of 
J? A<raid  stand  *^^^  survivor,  should,  as  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after 
in  their  joint      the  testator's  decease,  lay  out  and  invest  the  same  in  the 

names,  upon 

tmst  to  pay  the  public  fiinds  in  their  or  his  names  or  name,  and  should  stand 
fo7iife;\he  '  possessed  thereof,  and  of  the  dividends  thereof,  upon  trust 
c  ^s*dcaA^o  ^  i^ceive  the  interest  and  dividends  when  and  as  the  same 
biiOl  into  the  should  become  due  and  payable,  and  pay  the  same  into  the 
then,  oat  of  the  proper  hands  of  Catherine  Primrose,  the  testator's  sister, 
I^wS'iScuni-  °'  ^  ^^^  assigns,  for  her  sole  use  and  benefit,  free  from 
"y  !Sf*wch  ^^  debts,  control,  or  engagements  of  any  husband  whom 
was  a  legacy  of  she  might  intermarry,  her  receipts  alone,  notwithstand- 
and  heqneatbed  ing  such  covcrture,  to  be  good  sufficient  discharges,  &;c. ; 
^U^JJ^P  "'  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  to  pay,  assign,  and 
Upon  the  death  transfer  the  said  principal  sum,  and  the  stocks  or  funds 

ofthetesUtor,        ,        .       ,  .   ,     ,       .  ,  ,     ,      . 

A.  and  B.  pnr-  wherem  the  same  might  be  invested,  and  the  interest  and 
sols,  pnrwiant'  dividends  thereof,  unto  her  son  Robert  Primrose,  if  he 
Sth^lJiSf^T  8^o^d  ^®  ^^^^6  **  *^e  decease  of  his  said  mother,  for  his 

afterwards  qwu  absolute  usc:  but  in  case  he  should  die  in  the  life- 
died,  and  then 

B.  sold  oat  the  time  of  his  said  mother,  then  the  testator  directed  that  the 

pS^the  pro-"  ®*^d  principal  money,  and  the  stocks  or  funds  to  be  pur- 
ceeds  to  his        chased  therewith,  as  aforesaid,  should  sink  into  and  become 

own  use: — 

Held,  that  part  of  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  thereinafter  be- 
appropriation  queathcd.  And  after  giving  several  specific  legacies,  the 
iScir^M  to    testator  gave  and  bequeathed  all  the  rest  and  residue  of 

separate  it  from 

the  residue,  and 

conseqaentlT,  that  C.  and  D.  were  entitled  to  he  rdmhorsed  ratably  oat  of  B.'s  legacy  of  ;^000 

the  loaiws  which  they  had  i^pectiTcly  incarred  by  means  of  B/s  breach  of  trust. 

If  an  executor  assigns  his  reversionary  legacy,  the  assignee  takes  it  subject  to  the  equities 
which  attached  to  the  executor ;  and  therefore,  if  the  latter,  though  subsequently  to  the  assign, 
ment,  wastes  the  testotor's  assets,  the  assignee  cannot  receiTe  the  legacy  till  satisfiution  has 
been  made  for  the  breach  of  trust. 
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his  estate  and  effects^  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debts  1842. 
and  faneral  expenses^  and  also  the  several  legacies  therein- 
before given  unto  the  said  Alexander  Champion  and 
Robert  Livie  the  younger,  their  executors  and  admini- 
strators, upon  trust  that  they  or  the  survivor  of  themi  his 
executors  and  administrators,  should,  as  soon  as  conve- 
niently might  be  after  his  decease,  collect  and  get  in  the 
same,  and  after  deducting  all  necessary  expenses,  should 
lay  out  and  invest  the  clear  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects, 
from  time  to  time,  in  some  of  the  public  funds,  or  upon  real 
securities,  as  to  them  should  seem  best,  in  their  or  his  names 
or  name,  and  should  stand  possessed  of  all  such  stocks, 
funds,  and  securities,  and  of  the  dividends  and  interest 
thereof,  upon  trust,  during  the  life  of  Jane  Livie,  the  tes- 
tator's wife,  to  receive  the  dividends,  interest,  and  produce 
of  the  said  clear  residue,  and  pay  the  same  unto  his  wife, 
or  otherwise  authorize  and  empower  her  to  receive  the 
same  during  her  life,  for  her  own  sole  and  absolute  use  and 
benefit;  and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  his 
said  wife,  upon  trust  to  sell  and  transfer  the  said  stocks, 
funds,  and  securities  wherein  or  upon  which  the  rest  and 
residue  of  his  said  personal  estate  should  be  invested,  and 
to  receive  and  stand  possessed  of  all  the  monies  arising 
from  the  sale  thereof,  and  all  the  dividends  and  interest 
which  should  have  arisen  from  the  decease  of  his  said  wife, 
upon  the  several  trusts,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  for 
the  several  legacies,  uses,  intents,  and  purposes  therein- 
after mentioned.  And  in  particular,  the  testator  thereby 
gave  and  bequeathed  the  sum  of  £6000,  part  of  such  last- 
mentioned  monies,  to  his  nephew  the  said  Robert  Prim- 
rose, to  be  paid  to  him  as  soon  after  his  the  said  testator's 
wife's  decease  as  conveniently  might  be,  for  his  own  abso- 
lute use.  And  the  said  testator  thereby  also  bequeathed 
the  sum  of  £5000,  further  part  of  such  last-mentbned 
monies,  unto  the  said  Robert  Livie  the  younger,  to  be  paid 
to  him  over  and  above  all  other  legacies  given  to  him  by 
VOL.  I.  CO  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  bis  sdd  will^  as  soon  as  conTemently  might  be  after  his,  the 
testator's,  wife's  decease,  to  and  for  his  own  absolute  nse. 
And  after  giving  out  of  such  last-mentioned  monies  the 
several  other  legacies  therein  particularly  mentioned,  as  to 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  the  said  stocks,  funds,  and  secu- 
rities wherein  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  effects  should 
be  invested,  and  of  all  monies  to  arise  by  sale  thereof,  and 
all  other  his  estate  and  effects,  firom  and  after  the  decease 
of  his  said  wife,  and  payment  and  appropriation  of  the 
several  sums  of  money  and  legacies  thereinbefcnre  given 
and  bequeathed,  the  testator  directed  that  his  said  trus- 
tees, and  the  survivor  of  them  &c.,  should  stand  possessed 
thereof,  in  trust  for  such  person  and  persons,  and  for  such 
uses,  intents,  and  purposes  as  his  said  wife,  in  and  by  her 
last  will  and  testament,  or  any  codicil  thereto,  should  limit 
or  appoint,  give  or  bequeath  the  same;  and  in  default  of 
such  limitation  or  appointment,  gift,  or  bequest,  and  as  to 
all  such  part  thereof  whereof  no  such  limitation  or  appoint- 
ment, gift,  or  bequest  should  be  made,  in  trust  for  the 
executors  and  administrators  of  his  said  wife.  And  the 
testator  appointed  the  said  Jane  Livie,  Alexander  Cham- 
pion, and  Robert  Livie  the  younger,  executrix  and  execu- 
tors of  his  will. 

By  a  codicil  to  his  will,  dated  the  19th  of  February, 
1807,  after  reciting  the  bequest  of  £4000  for  the  benefit 
of  his  sister  Catherine  Primrose,  the  testator  declared  his 
will  to  be,  that  in  case  the  said  sum  of  £4000  should  be 
insufficient  to  purchase  the  sum  of  6666/.  ISs,  4rf.  Three  per 
cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  the  deficiency  should 
be  made  good  out  of  his  personal  estate,  and  he  therefore 
gave  and  bequeathed,  in  the  event  aforesaid,  unto  the  said 
Alexander  Champion  and  Robert  Livie  the  younger,  and 
the  survivor  of  them,  so  much  money,  in  addition  to  the 
said  sum  of  £4000,  as  would  with  that  sum  purchase  the 
sum  of  6666;.  13^.  4d.  Three  per  cent.  Consols*  And  he 
declared  that  the  trustees  should  stand  possessed  of  the 
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said  snm  of  6666/.  ISs,  4d.  Three  per  cent.  Consols,  upon        1842. 
tlie  same  trusts  as  were  in  his  will  mentioned  and  declared 
concerning  the  stocks  and  funds  therein  directed  to  be 
purchased  with  the  said  sum  of  £4000. 

The  testator  died  in  May,  1807,  and  his  will  was  proved 
in  the  same  month  by  Champion  and  Eobert  Livie  the 
younger.  Champion  afterwards  dying,  probate  was  in 
April,  1809,  granted  to  Jane  Liyie. 

In  1828,  which  was  in  the  lifetime  of  his  mother,  Robert 
Primrose  died,  whereupon  a  bill  was  filed  by  his  executors, 
Morris  and  Dawes,  against  Jane  Livie,  the  assignees 
under  the  bankruptcy  of  Eobert  Livie  the  younger,  and 
other  persons,  suggesting  that  after  the  death  of  Champion, 
Bobert  Livie  the  younger  had  committed  a  devastavit  as  to 
part  of  the  testator's  assets,  and  praying  that  the  testator's 
residuary  estate  might  be  ascertained  and  secured;  and  if 
the  same  were  found  insufficient  for  payment  of  Bobert 
Primrose's  legacy  of  £6000,  and  the  other  legacies  be- 
queathed out  of  the  residue,  then,  that  it  might  be  de- 
clared that  the  legacy  of  £5000  bequeathed  to  Bobert 
Livie  the  younger  was  liable  to  make  good  Bobert  Prim- 
rose's legacy,  and  the  other  legacies. 

In  this  suit  the  Master  reported,  that  on  the  2nd  June, 
1807,  part  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  testator  was  in- 
vested by  Alexander  Champion  and  Bobert  Livie  the 
yoimger,  as  the  trustees  and  acting  executors  named  in  the 
will  of  the  testator,  in  the  purchase  of  6666/.  IZs.  4d.  Three 
per  cent.  Consols,  to  provide  for  the  legacy  in  favour  of 
the  testator's  sister  Catherine  Primrose,  and  that  such 
stock  was  placed  in  the  joint  names  of  Alexander  Cham- 
pion and  Bobert  Livie  the  younger,  in  the  books  of  the 
Bank  of  England.  That  in  or  about  the  month  of  April, 
1809,  Alexander  Champion  died,  whereby  Bobert  Livie 
the  younger  became  the  survivor  in  the  joint  account  of 
the  said  6666/.  13^.  4>d.  Three  per  cent.  Consols,  and  also 
entitled  to  transfer  the  same ;  and  that  on  or  about  the 
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month  of  December^  1812^  Bobert  Livie  the  younger  sold 
and  transferred  the  said  sum  of  6666/.  13s,  4id.  Three  per 
cent.  Consols^  and  applied  the  proceeds  thereof  to  his  own 
use.  The  Master  further  found  that  Catherine  Primrose 
received  firom  Robert  Livie  the  younger,  from  the  death  of 
the  testator  up  to  the  month  of  December,  1821,  the  sum 
of  £200  annually  in  respect  of  the  interest  or  dividends  of 
the  monies  by  the  testator's  will  and  codicil  directed  to  be 
invested  for  her  benefit  for  her  life,  and  that  since  the 
month  of  December,  1821,  she  had  received  no  monies 
whatever  in  respect  of  such  interest  or  dividends,  but  the 
same  remained  unpaid  from  that  time. 

It  appeared  that  before  he  sold  out  the  stock,  Eobert 
Livie  the  younger  assigned  his  own  legacy  of  £5000,  for 
valuable  consideration,  to  one  Seward. 

In  January,  1830,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before 
the  Master  of  the  Eolls  on  frurther  directions,  when  Cathe- 
rine Primrose  presented  her  petition  for  payment  of  the 
arrears  of  her  dividends.  That  petition  was  dismissed,  but 
with  liberty  to  the  petitioner  to  apply,  as  she  might  be 
advised,  on  the  death  of  Jane  Livie. 

Early  in  1833  Catherine  Primrose  died,  having  ap- 
pointed the  plaintiffs  her  executors. 

In  December,  1839,  Jane  Livie  died,  whereupon  the 
suit  was  revived  against  her  personal  representatives. 

The  cause  now  came  on  again  for  hearing  on  further 
directions,  and  also  on  the  petition  of  the  executors  of 
Catherine  Primrose.  The  petition  prayed  that  the  sum 
of  £2200,  being  the  amount  of  the  arrears  of  Catherine 
Primrose's  annual  dividends  on  the  6666/.  IZs.  4d.  Consols 
might  be  paid  to  her  executors  out  of  the  £5000  bequeathed 
to  Bobert  Livie  the  younger. 

Mr.  Wiffram  and  Mr.  Goldsmid,  for  the  executors  of 
Robert  Primrose. — In  Skinner  v.  Sweet  (a),  the  executrix 

(a)  3  Madd.  244. 
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was  indebted  to  the  testator's  estate^  and  had  an  annuity  1842. 
under  the  will^  and  the  Vice-chancellor  decided  that  the 
annuity^  as  it  became  due^  should  be  applied  in  discharge 
of  the  debt.  Upon  the  same  principle^  the  legacy  of 
£5000  bequeathed  to  Robert  Livie^  junior^  ought  to  be 
applied  in  satisfaction  of  the  loss  occasioned  to  the  tes- 
tator's estate  by  his  devastavit.  The  circumstance  of  his 
having  assigned  his  legacy  before  the  devastavit  was  com- 
mitted will  make  no  differeuce :  Hopkins  y.  Gowan  (a). 
He  had  in  his  hands  a  certain  fund^  for  which  he  was 
liable  to  account^  and  though  he  had  a  prospective  claim 
to  a  reversionary  legacy^  yet  it  was  subject  to  an  account. 
[The  Vice-chancellor. — You  say,  that  when  he  assigned 
the  legacy  he  was  under  an  obligation  not  to  claim  it  tiU 
he  had  made  good  the  consols.] 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  ColviUe,  for  the  executors  of  Cathe- 
rine Primrose. — ^Robert  Livie,  the  younger,  converted  to 
his  own  use  a  fimd  which  ought  to  have  been  provided  for 
securing  payment  of  Mrs.  Primrose's  dividends.  He  there- 
fore cannot  take  any  benefit  under  the  will  without  ex- 
plaining that  particular  fund.  The  rights  of  Mrs.  Primrose 
must  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  way  as  if  the  £6666  stock 
had  not  fallen  into  the  residue.  Whatever,  therefore,  may 
be  the  effect  on  the  testator's  general  estate,  the  fund  out 
of  which  she  was  entitled  to  receive  payment  being  wasted; 
we  submit  that  her  estate  has  a  prior  claim  to  that  of 
Robert  Primrose  against  the  £5000.  If  the  Court,  how- 
ever, should  not  be  of  that  opinion,  the  £5000  must  be 
applied  rateably,  as  far  as  it  will  go,  in  satisfaction  of  what 
is  due  to  the  estates  of  both  legatees.  The  assignment  by 
Robert  Idvie,  junior,  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  these 
parties.  The  assignee,  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  remains  liable  to  the  equities  which  attached  to 
the  assignor.    Can  he,  by  taking  such  an  assignment  as 

(a)  1  MoUoy,  562. 
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1842.  thisj  without  notice  to  the  other  parties  interested  under 
the  wiU^  depriye  those  other  parties  of  the  security  which 
they  had  under  the  will  ? 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker  and  Mr.  Stinionf  for  the  representa- 
tives of  Seward. — ^Neither  Catherine  nor  Bobert  Prim- 
rose have  any  equity  against  Seward.  In  the  case  in 
MoUoy  a  suit  had  been  instituted  when  the  assignment 
was  madej  which  clearly  distinguishes  that  case  firom  the 
present.  As  to  notice,  the  only  party  to  whom  notice 
could  have  been  given  was  the  assignor  himself;  the  cestui 
jue  trust  was  not  entitled  to  notice.  Why,  then,  is  Seward 
to  be  prejudiced  by  breach  of  trust  committed  subsequently 
to  the  assignment?  At  the  time  of  the  assignment,  the 
£6666  was  an  appropriated  fund,  and  not  part  of  the 
residue. 

Mr.  RovpeU  and  Mr.  Cator,  for  the  assignees  under 
Robert  Idvie  the  younger's  bankruptcy. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Allfrey  for  the  representatives  of 
Mrs.  Livie. — ^There  was  a  strict  appropriation  of  the  £6666 
Consols  conformably  with  the  directions  in  the  will.  The 
testator's  estate  was  discharged  as  to  that  legacy  the  mo- 
ment it  was  appropriated.  K  so,  upon  what  principle  is 
the  loss  to  fall  upon  the  residue,  which  it  must  do  if  the 
£5000  legacy  is  paid  to  the  representatives  of  Catherine 
Primrose?  By  the  terms  of  the  codicil,  the  £6666  Con- 
sols are  to  be  invested  in  the  names  of  two  only  of  the  three 
executors.  That  was  a  trust  entirely  distinct  from  the 
executorship.  Suppose  it  had  been  invested  in  other 
names,  or  in  a  difiFerent  stock,  could  it  have  been  con- 
tended that  the  loss  of  these  dividends  could  have  fallen 
on  any  other  person  than  Catherine  Primrose?  If  she 
has  a  right  against  the  residue,  she  has  an  equal  right 
against  the  tenant  for  life. 
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Mr.  Orwe,  for  some  of  the  legatees  under  the  will^  con- 
tended that  Mrs.  Primrose  was  primarily  bonnd  to  look  to 
the  preservation  of  the  fund. 

Mr.  fFii^flm  in  reply. 


The  Vice-Chancellob.— The  l^acy  of  6666/.  18*.  4rf.  March  Ihih. 
Consols  was  a  bequest  prior  and  preferable  to  all  the 
others  now  in  question;  those  others^  in  effect^  being 
merely  residuary.  The  claimants  under  them^  thereforCj 
cannot  be  considered  as  entitled  to  any  thing  until  after 
due  proTision  made  for  the  gift  of  consols. 

It  is  contended,  howeyerj  that  this  due  provision  was 
made,  inasmuch  as  the  requisite  amount  of  that  stock  was 
appropriated  in  the  names  of  the  trustees  appointed  for  that 
purpose  by  the  testator,  in  the  manner  directed  by  him ; 
and  this  may  be  true  as  to  every  person  except  one. 
That  one  is  Mr.  Bobert  Livie,  the  legatee  of  a  part  of  the 
residue.  As  to  him,  it  is,  I  think,  not  true;  because, 
being  by  survivorship  the  sole  trustee  of  the  stock  legacy, 
he  wrongftiUy,  and  in  breach  of  trust,  sold  out  the  stock, 
and  applied  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use ;  an  act  which, 
as  it  disappointed  and  defeated  the  appropriation,  and  the 
testator's  intention  in  respect  to  the  stock  legacy,  must,  as 
I  conceive,  preclude  him,  and  those  who  may  stand  in  his 
place,  from  contending  that  due  provision  was  made  for  it. 
His  subsequent  conduct  may,  I  think,  as  against  him,  be 
properly  argued  to  shew  that  he  never  meant  a  fair  or 
substantial  appropriation;  that  the  provision  for  the  le- 
gacy was  not  made  bond  fide,  and  therefore  was  not  made 
effectually. 

I  am  of  opinion,  that,  as  to  him,  the  primary  obligation 
upon  the  estate  (primary  for  this  purpose)  has  not  been 
discharged,  and  that,  as  far  as  his  interest  is  concerned, 
there  cannot  be  any  residue  until  its  discharge  shall  have 
taken  place. 
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1842.  It  is^  howeyer^  insisted^  tbat  as  he  assigned  Ids  share  of 

the  residue  for  yaluable  consideration,  after  the  stock  had 
been  placed  and  while  it  remained  in  its  proper  state  of 
appropriation,  before  any  breach  of  trust  had  been  commit- 
ted, the  equity  which  might  have  existed  against  Mr.  Idyie, 
but  for  the  assignment,  cannot  be  made  applicable  against 
his  assignee;  that,  as  matters  stood  when  the  assignment 
was  made,  there  was  not,  in  fact,  any  equity  attaching  on 
what  was  assigned. 

It  appears  to  me,  however,  that  I  ought  not  to  treat  the 
cases  as  substantially  different.  The  assignee  had  the  will 
before  him,  and  must  be  taken  to  have  known  the  nature 
of  the  rights  and  interests  under  it.  Supposing  him  to 
have  ascertained,  or  been  informed,  that  the  appropriation 
had  been  made,  he  must  still  have  been  aware  that  it  re- 
mained in  Mr.  Livie's  power  to  disappoint  and  destroy 
that  appropriation. 

It  may  be  argued  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  assignee, 
with  a  view  to  preserving  his  title  firom  risk,  to  place  the 
validity  and  effectual  nature  of  the  appropriation  in  a  state 
free  from  uncertainty,  by  obtaining  the  consent  of  tlie  per- 
sons interested  in  the  stock  legacy,  or  having  it  placed  by 
some  due  course  of  proceeding  in  a  position  beyond  the 
power  of  Mr.  Livie.  Mr.  Livie,  after  his  co-trustee's 
death,  never  could  have  said  that  there  had  been  a  fair 
and  effectual  appropriation  without  having  the  fund  forth- 
coming. Can  the  assignment  place  the  matter  in  a  differ- 
ent position?  If  this  particular  form  of  reasoning  with 
regard  to  the  assignee  should  be  considered  unsatisflBU^tory, 
I  know  not  how  he  is  to  avoid  being  brought  to  the  same 
conclusion  in  a  way  not  substantially  dissimilar.  It  may, 
I  conceive,  be  properly  said,  that  Mr.  B.  Lavie's  legacy  was. 
given  under  a  condition  raised  and  implied  by  law,  that 
imdertaking  he  should  duly  fulfil  the  duties  and  obli- 
gations imposed  on  him  by  the  instrument  giving  it.  This 
he  could  not  do  without  performing  the  trust  as  to  the 
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stock  legacy^  which^  before  his  own  legacy  became  due^  be      ^  1842. 
bad^  by  bis  own  misconduct^  disabled  himself  from  per- 
forming.    The  condition,  if  existing,  accompanied  his  le- 
gacy until  its  discharge,  and  applied  to  it  as  onuch  after  as 
before  its  assignment. 

On  the  whole,  haying  regard  to  what  was  done  at  the 
RoUs  in  1830,  the  iE5000  legacy  must,  I  think,  be  appor- 
tioned rateably  between  the  diflferent  interests  which  the 
breach  of  trust  has  disappointed. 


Declare  that  the  legacy  of  £5000  bequeathed  to  Robert  Livie  the 
younger,  after  the  decease  of  Jane  Livie,  and  interest  thereon  from  the 
death  of  Jane  Livie  (after  deducting  legacy  duty),  are  liable  to  be  applied 
towards  making  good  the  loss  sustained  by  Catherine  Primrose,  deceased, 
and  also  sustained  by  the  estate  of  the  testator  by  reason  of  the  sale  by 
the  said  R.  Livie,  the  younger,  of  the  6666/.  13«.  4td.  Consols.  Refer 
it  back  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  what  was  the  value  of  the  said 
6666/.  13«.  4d.  Consols  on  the  22nd  December,  1839,  the  day  of  the 
death  of  the  said  Jane  Livie,  and  of  the  dividends  accrued  due  thereon 
since  her  decease.  Take  an  account  of  what  is  due  in  respect  of  the  said 
legacy  of  £5000,  and  interest  thereon  at  £4  per  cent,  from  the  death  of 
the  said  Jane  Livie ;  and  let  the  Master  apportion  the  amount  of  what 
shall  be  found  due  in  respect  of  the  said  legacy,  and  interest  (after  de- 
ducting legacy  duty),  between  the  executors  of  the  said  Catherine  Prim- 
rose and  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  testator,  in  proportions  conform- 
able to  the  relative  amounts  of  the  sum  of  £2200  (the  amount  of  the  loss 
sustained  by  the  said  Catherine  Primrose),  and  the  sum  which  shall  be 
found  to  have  been  the  value  of  the  said  6666/.  ISs,  4d,  Consols  on  the 
said  22nd  December,  1839,  and  the  amount  of  the  dividends  accrued  due 
since  that  time.  And  if  the  defendants,  the  executors  of  Jane  Livie,  shall 
desire  it,  take  an  account  of  the  dividends  on  the  said  6666/.  13«.  4d, 
Consols  which  ought  to  have  been  received  by  the  said  Jane  Livie,  as  tenant 
for  life  of  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  testator;  and  let  what  shall  be  so 
apportioned  to  the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  testator  be  again  apportioned 
between  the  defendants,  the  executors  of  Jane  Livie,  and  the  capital  of 
the  residuary  estate  of  the  said  testator  in  proportions,  conformable  to 
the  relative  amounts  of  the  dividends  of  the  said  6666/.  13«.  4d.  Consols, 
which  ought  to  have  been  received  by  the  said  Jane  Livie,  and  the  value 
of  the  said  6666/.  13«.  4d.  Consols,  when  ascertained,  as  before-mentioned. 

Compute  interest  on  legacies.    Tax  costs.     Let  the  sums  of  £ ,  and 

£ Bank  Annuities,  standing  to  the  credit  of  this  cause,  be  sold.   Out 

of  the  monies  to  arise  from  such  sales,  and  any  cash  which  may  be  stand- 
ing to  the  credit  of  the  said  cause,  let  what  shall  be  found  due  to  the  ex- 
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eeutOTS  of  Catherine  Primrose  on  the  first  apportionment  before  directed 
be  paid  to  such  executors ;  and  let  what  shall  be  found  due  to  the  ex- 
ecutors of  Jane  Livie  on  the  second  apportionment  before  directed  (if 
the  same  shall  be  made)  be  paid  to  such  executors;  and  out  of  the  resi- 
due of  the  monies  to  arise  firom  such  sales  and  cash  let  the  costs  before 
directed  to  be  taxed  be  paid ;  and  declare  that  the  residue  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sales  and  cash  (including  what  shall  be  apportioned  to  the 
testator's  residoaiy  estate)  is  applicable,  in  the  first  place,  to  the  payment 
of  the  legacies  and  interest  bequeathed  by  the  said  testator's  will,  other 
than  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  the  said  R.  Livie,  the  younger.  Pay  the 
said  legacies  and  interest  accordingly;  and  let  the  residue  of  the  produce 
of  the  said  sales  and  cash  which  shall  remain  after  such  payments 
(such  residue  to  be  verified  by  affidavit)  be  paid  to  the  defendants,  the 
executors  of  Jane  Livie.    Liberty  to  the  several  parties  to  apply. 


Isaac  Spooner  and  Richard  Spooner^  Plaintiffs ; 
and 
Feb.  2Srd.  BiCHARD  Samuel  Butler  Sandilands^  Defendant. 

A.  having  joined  XN  and  prior  to  April^  1816^  the  plaintiffs  carried  on  the 

B.  in  a  bond  to  bosincss  of  bankers  at  Worcester,  in  copartnership  with 
Sc^MymOTtrf  Matthew  Attwood  and  Thomas  Garden,  both  deceased, 
the  interest  of    under  the  firm  of  Attwood,  Spooner,  and  Garden. 

a  prmcipal  sum  '     r  ' 

secured  by  a  Previously  to  April,  1816,  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands  had 

Brtoo! 8n<r   become  indebted  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their  deceased  part- 

havinff  also  ez- 
ecated  a  war- 


ners  in  a  sum  of  £2,500  upon  a  mortgage,  and  also  in  a 


rant  of  attorney  large  arrear  of  interest  thereon. 

asaooUateral  7      ■■        .  ^  •  i 

secority  with  At  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given,  the  premises  com- 
tenrsrds  cxel  priscd  therein  were  subject  to  a  prior  mortgage,  and,  under 
Si*^  15  ^  *     a  decree  of  this  Court  afterwards  made  in  a  suit  for  the 

letter  of  attor- 
ney anthorixins  foreclosure  of  such  prior  mortgage,  the  estates  and  pre- 

C.  to  Uke  pos-  '^ 

seflsion  of  a 

rectory  and  glebe  lands,  of  which  A.  was  the  inenmbent,  end  of  oertain  freehold  lands  snd  here- 
ditaments of  whidi  he  was  seised  in  fee  aimple,  snd  to  hold  such  possession,  and  reoeiye  and  take 
the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  emoluments,  rents  snd  profits  thereof,  until  thereby  snd  therewith, 
or  otherwise,  he  should  be  paid  the  interest  secured  by  the  bond  and  warrant  of  attorney : — 
Held,  that  the  letter  of  attorney  operated  not  merely  as  a  letter  of  attorney,  bat  also  as  a  diarge 
on  the  freehold  estates,  and  that  C.  was  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  the  freehold  estates 
until  by  means  of  the  rents  and  profits  all  arrears  of  the  interest  should  be  satisfied,  notwithstand- 
ing the  death  of  A.,  and  the  rerocation  by  that  event  of  the  power  of  attorney. 
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mises  comprised  therein  were  sold^  and  the  proceeds  of        1842.. 

such  sale  were  not  sufficient  to  pay  or  satisfy  any  part  of      gpoowBii 

the  aforesaid  debt  of  ^£2,500.  •• 

Sanoilamds. 

In  Apnl^  1816^  the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  partners  com- 
menced an  action  at  law  against  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands, 
to  recover  the  principal  sum  of  £2,500^  and  the  arrears  of 
interest  thereon^  and  proceeded  to  judgment^  and  sued  out 
a  writ  of  execution  on  such  judgment.  Thomas  Jelf 
Sandilands  thereupon  applied  to  the  plaintiffs  and  their 
late  partners^  and  offered  and  agreed  to  procure  further 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  interest  which  should  from 
time  to  time  become  due  and  owing  upon  the  principal 
sum  of  i£2,600^  and  obtained  their  consent  to  stay  the  pro- 
ceedings under  the  writ  of  execution ;  and  the  writ  was 
thereupon  withdrawn.  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands  thereupon, 
and  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement,  with  the  fiey.  Richard 
Sandilands,  as  his  surety  and  at  his  request,  executed  to 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  partners  a  bond  dated  the  25th 
April,  1816,  whereby  the  said  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands  and 
Bichard  Sandilands,  and  each  of  them,  became  bound  to  the 
plaintiffs  and  their  late  partners  in  the  penal  sum  of  iE500. 

The  bond,  after  reciting  the  debt  and  the  judgment,  and 
the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  execution,  and  that  for  the  better 
and  more  effectually  securing  the  punctual  and  regular 
payment  of  the  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  dS2,500  by  half- 
yearly  payments,  in  the  manner  thereinafter  expressed,  the 
said  Thomas  Jelf  Sandilands  had  applied  to  and  requested 
the  said  Bichard  Sandilands  to  join  him  in  the  bond  or 
obligation,  with  which  request  the  said  Bichard  Sandilands 
had  consented  and  agreed  to  comply,  contained  a  condition 
to  the  following  effect,  viz. ''  K  the  said  Thomas  Jelf  San- 
dilands  and  Bichard  Sandilands,  or  either  of  them,  their 
or  either  of  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  shall 
well  and  truly  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said 
Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac  Spooner,  Bichard  Spooner,  and 
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1842.  same^  in  the  manner  hereinafter  mentioned :  And  whereas^ 
Spookbb  ^  order  the  better  to  put  and  secure  the  said  Matthias 
Sawulakoi  •^*^*^*  Isaac  Spooner,  Richard  Spooner,  and  Thomas 
Garden  in  such  possession,  the  said  Richard  Sandilands 
hath  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney,  bearing  date  the  14th 
day  of  May,  1818,  thereby  authorizing  certain  attomies 
therein  named  to  enter  up  a  judgment  against  him,  the 
said  Richard  Sandilands,  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench 
at  Westminster,  at  the  suit  of  the  said  Matthias  Attwood, 
Isaac  Spooner,  Richard  Spooner,  and  Thomas  Garden  for 
the  sum  of  409/.  15«.,  and  costs  of  suit;  now,  therefore,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises  the  said  Richard  Sandilands 
hath  made,  constituted,  and  appointed,  and  by  these 
presents  doth  make,  constitute,  and  appoint  the  said 
Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac  Spooner,  Richard  Spooner,  and 
Thomas  Garden,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, the  true,  lawful,  and  irrevocable  attomies  of  him  the 
said  Richard  Sandilands,  in  his  name,  or  otherwise,  to  take 
peaceable  and  quiet  possession  of  the  said  rectory  of  Tur- 
naston,  and  of  the  glebe  land  belonging  thereto,  and  to 
receive  and  take  all  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  and  emo- 
luments whatsoever  of  the  said  rectory,  and  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  glebe  land,  and  also  to  receive  and  take 
all  the  arrears  now  due  and  owing  of  such  fees,  perquisites, 
and  emoluments,  rents  and  profits ;  and  also  to  take  peace- 
able and  quiet  possession  of  the  said  lands,  tenements, 
and  hereditaments,  situate  in  the  said  several  parishes  of 
Michael  Ghurch,  Exley,  and  Grasswell,  or  places  near  there- 
to, in  the  said  county  of  Hereford,  and  to  receive  and  take 
the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  of  every  part  thereof, 
and  all  the  arrears  now  due  and  owing  of  such  rents  and 
profits;  and  upon  receipt  of  such  tithes,  fees,  perquisites, 
emoluments,  rents,  and  profits,  or  any  part  or  parts 
thereof,  good  and  sufficient  receipts,  releases,  and  other 
discharges  from  time  to  time  to  make  and  give  for  the 
same,  in  the  name  of  the  said  Richard  Sandilands,  his 
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heirs,  executors^  (ur  administrators^  or  in  the  names  of  the 
said  attomies  or  otherwise^  as  occasion  shall  require;  and, 
upon  any  refusal,  to  give  or  deliver  up  such  possession,  or 
to  pay  such  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  emoluments,  rents, 
and  profits,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  the  name  or  names 
aforesaid,  or  otherwise  to  bring,  commence,  carry  on, 
and  prosecute,  take,  and  exerdse  all  such  actions,  suits, 
distresses,  powers,  remedies,  ways,  and  means  whatsoever, 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac 
Spooner,  Bichard  Spooner,  and  Thomas  Garden,  their  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  shall  think  proper,  and 
one  or  more  attorney  or  attomies,  for  the  purposes  afore- 
said, or  any  of  them,  to  substitute  and  appoint  and  at 
pleasure  to  revoke;  and  the  said  Bichard  Sandilands  doth 
hereby  giye  and  grant  to  the  said  Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac 
Spooner,  Bichard  Spooner,  and  Thomas  Garden,  their  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  and  their  attorney  and 
attomies,  to  be  substituted  as  aforesaid,  full  power  and  au- 
thority in  and  touching  the  premises,  and  doth  hereby 
ratify  and  confirm,  and  promise  and  agree  to  ratify  and 
confirm  all  and  whatsoever  they  or  any  of  them  shall  law- 
fully do  or  cause  to  be  done  in  or  about  the  premises,  by 
virtue  of  these  presents ;  and  the  said  Bichard  Sandilands 
doth  hereby  declare,  that  the  said  Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac 
Spooner,  Bichard  Spooner,  and  Thomas  Garden,  their  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  shaU  hold  such  posses- 
sion of  the  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  receive 
and  take  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  emoluments,  rents, 
and  profits  thereof,  until  thereby  and  therewith  or  other- 
wise, they,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  shall 
be  fully  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  sum  of  241/.  7«.  9d.  due 
for  the  arrears  of  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  i62,600 ;  and 
also  all  interest  which  now  is  due,  or  shall  from  time  to 
time  hereafter  accrue  and  become  due,  and  owing  for  or 
in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  1,789/.  I89.  4c/.,  the  remain- 
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1842.        ing  part^  at  the  times  and  in  the  manner  in  the  said  con« 
Spoonbk      dition  of  the  said  bond  mentioned/' 

••  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  power  of  attorney,  a 

Mr.  Harris  of  Hereford  was  in  possession  of  the  rectory  of 
Tumaston,  and  of  the  glebe  land  belonging  thereto,  and 
also  iu  receipt  of  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  and  emolu- 
ments of  the  said  rectory,  and  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
said  glebe  land ;  and  he  continued  in  possession  thereof 
up  to  the  year  1819,  when  the  plaintiffs  and  their  said  late 
partners  entered  into  possession  thereof,  and  continued  in 
possession  of  the  same,  and  in  the  receipt  of  the  rents, 
emoluments,  and  profits  thereof  up  to  the  year  1834,  when 
Bichard  Sandilands  having  gone  abroad,  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  said  rectory  of  Tumaston  were,  by  virtue  of 
some  ecclesiastical  process  or  order  of  the  Lord  Bishop  of 
Hereford,  applied  for  the  services  and  duties  of  the  church. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  said  power  of  attor- 
ney, Mr.  Harris  was  also  in  possession  of  the  fireehold  land 
and  premises  described  in  the  power  of  attorney,  and  in 
the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  the 
plaintiffs  and  their  said  late  partners  did  not  obtain  posses- 
sion of  the  same,  and  did  not  enter  into  the  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  until  the  year  1819,  when  they 
obtained  possession  thereof;  and  the  plaintiffs,  as  the  sur- 
viving partners  of  the  said  Matthias  Attwood  and  Thomas 
Garden,  continued  in  possession  thereof  down  to  and  at  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  this  bill. 

Bichard  Sandilands  died  intestate  as  to  the  fireehold  land 
and  premises,  leaving  the  defendant  his  son  and  heir«at-law. 

Soon  after  Bichard  Sandilands'  death  the  defendant 
commenced  an  action  of  ejectment  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  against  the  tenants  occupying  the  said  fireehold 
lands  and  premises,  in  order  to  recover  possession  of  the 
same,  and  declared  in  such  action,  and  signed  judgment 
against  the  casual  ejector. 
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Upon  such  ejectment  being  commenced^  and  on  the  2l8t        1842. 
June,  1841,  the  plaintiffs  filed  their  bill  against  the  de-      Spoonkk 
fendants,  stating  the  several  facts,  and  stating  that  the   sandilands. 
tithes,  profits,  rents,  and  emoluments  of  the  said  rectory  and 
glebe  lands,  and  the  arrears  thereof,  and  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  freehold  lands  and  hereditaments  received  by 
the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  partners,  amounted  to  1,682/. 
98,  6d.,  which  had  not  been  sufSdent  to  pay  the  said  sum 
of  241/.  78.  9d.,  the  said  arrears  of  interest,  and  the  interest 
accruing  due  on  the  said  principal  sum  of  1,789/.  18«.  4J. ; 
and  that  there  was  still  a  sum  of  348/.  18«.  3d.  arrears  of 
interest  on  the  last-mentioned  sum  dtie  and  owing  to  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  not 
revoked  by  the  death  of  Richard  Sandilands,  and  that  the 
same  was  part  of  a  security  for  a  debt  justly  due  to  the 
plaintiffs.  The  bill  further  charged,  that  even  if  it  were  as 
a  power  of  attorney  revoked  by  the  death  of  Richard  San- 
dilands, yet  that  it  operated  not  only  as  a  power  of  attor- 
ney, but  also  as  a  contract  and  agreement  in  writing  by 
Richard  Sandilands  with  the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  part- 
ners, that  possession  of  the  said  freehold  lands  and  premises 
should  be  retained  by  the  plaintiffs  and  their  late  partners, 
and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  be  received  by  them, 
until  they  should  be  duly  paid  and  satisfied  the  said  sum 
of  241/.  7s.  9d.,  the  aforesaid  arrears  of  interest,  and  also 
all  interest  which  should  from  time  to  time  become  due 
and  owing  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  1,789/.  ISs.  4</., 
or  any  part  thereof,  so  long  as  the  said  sum  of  1,789/.  IBs. 
4sd.j  or  any  part  thereof,  should  remain  due.  The  bill  further 
charged  that  the  power  of  attorney  was  a  valid  equitable 
charge  upon  the  said  fireehold  lands  and  hereditaments, 
and  constituted  a  good  lien  thereon,  and  entitled  the  plain- 
tiffs to  retain  possession  thereof. 

The  bill  prayed  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  plain- 
tiffs for  the  said  principal  sum  of  1,789/.  ISs.  4id.,  and  the 
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1842.  interest  thereof^  and  for  the  said  sum  of  241/.  78. 9d.,  the 
Spoonbk  s&id  arrears  of  interest  of  the  said  sum  of  £2^500,  a  decla- 
Sandilandi  ^*^^^  *^^*  ^^^  power  of  attorney  was  avaUd  and  subsisting 
power^  not  revoked  by  the  death  of  Richard  Sandilands; 
or^  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  revoked, 
then  a  declaration  that  the  power  of  attorney  operated  not 
only  as  a  power  of  attorney^  but  also  as  a  contract  or  agree- 
ment in  writing  by  Richard  Sandilands  with  the  plaintiffs 
and  their  late  partners^  and  that  the  plaintiffs  might 
be  considered  to  have  a  good  equitable  lien  on  the  said 
freehold  lands  and  hereditaments  for  the  said  sum  of 
241  /•  78. 9d.,  the  aforesaid  arrears  of  interest^  and  for  all 
the  interest  then  due  and  to  become  due  on  the  said  prin- 
cipal sum  of  1^789/.  18«.  4d,f  or  any  part  thereof^  so  long  as 
the  said  sum  of  1^789/.  1S8. 4bd.,  or  any  part  thereof,  should 
remain  due,  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  decreed  to 
execute  to  the  plaintiffs  all  such  conveyances  and  assur- 
ances as  might  be  necessary  to  secure  to  the  plaintiffs  the 
possession  of  the  said  powers,  and  to  give  them  the  benefit 
of  the  agreement. 

The  bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  plain- 
tiffs from  proceeding  with  the  action  of  ejectment,  and  for 
taking  any  other  proceedings  at  law  against  the  plaintiffs. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  admitted  the  statements 
in  the  bill,  but  contended  that  the  power  of  attorney  was 
revoked  by  the  death  of  Richard  Sandilands,  and  that  it 
had  no  other  operation  or  effect  except  as  a  power  of  at- 
torney. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  on  either  side. 

Sir  Charles  WeihereU^  Mr.  James  Russell,  and  Mr.  Isaac 
Sooner,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  J8.  D.  Craig  for  the  defendants. — 
The  instrument  in  question  is  in  form  as  well  as  substance 
a  power  of  attorney,  and  is  revoked  by  the  death  of  Richard 
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Sandlilands ;  and  the  only  question  is^  whether  it  will  bind         1842 
the  heir  as  a  contract.    In  case  of  a  bond  or  covenant^  the      spoovsa 
heir  is  not  bonnd  unless  specially  named.     [The  Ficc-    „      •• 
Chancellor. — ^The  singularity  in  the  form  of  the  instru- 
ment may  possibly  be  accounted  for,  from  its  being  appre- 
hended that  the  validity  of  the  security  would  be  affected  by 
any  chaige  on  the  rectory.]  That  circumstance  alone  shews 
that  the  instrument  was  only  intended  to  have  effect  during 
the  life  of  Richard  Sandilands.    If  it  had  been  intended 
to  affect  the  fee-simple  estate,  the  parties  would  have  taken 
a  different  course.    As  a  letter  of  attorney  it  would  have 
been  revoked  by  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  the  party. 
A  power  of  attorney,  though  coupled  with  an  interest  and 
in  form  irrevocable,  is  revoked  by  the  death  of  the  party 
making  it.  Watson  v.  King  (a). 

The  power  to  give  receipts  in  the  name  of  the  heirs  of 
the  party  executing  the  power  of  attorney,  does  not  render 
it  the  less  revocable.  The  circumstance  that  no  distinction 
is  made  between  the  rectory  and  the  other  property,  affords 
strong  evidence  of  the  intention  that  there  was  not  to  be 
any  distinction  between  them,  and  that  as  to  both  the 
power  was  to  cease  on  the  death  of  Richard  Sandilands. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  in- 
strumqiit  in  question  amounts  to  a  contract  to  charge  the 
freehold  hereditaments  in  question;  under  which  the 
plaintiffs  became  entitled  to  enter  into  possession,  and 
retain  the  possession,  and  receive  the  rents,  until  thereby 
or  otherwise  they  should  be  paid  the  1,789/.  18^.  4J.,  and 
interest,  and  the  interest  then  remaining  due  in  respect 
of  the  2,500/.  It  is  impossible  to  doubt  that  this  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties,  and  I  think  that  this  intention 
has  been  carried  into  effect,  and  that,  therefore,  there 
must  be  the  usual  account  as  in  a  foreclosure  suit,  where 

(a)  4  Cainpb.  272. 
dd2 
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the  mortgagee  is  in  possession/ of  the  principal  money 
and  interest  due  to  the  mortgagee^  and  of  the  amount 
due  to  him  for  costs^  both  here  and  at  law;  not  directing/ 
at  present  at  leasts  either  a  sale  or  foreclosure.  I  will  not 
grant  any  injunction^  the  defendant  undertaking  not  to 
proceed  at  law.  Further  directions  and  costs  must  be 
reserved  until  after  the  Master  shall  have  made  his  re- 
port (fl). 


The  decree  declared^  that  the  instrument  dated  the  13th  day  of  June, 
1818,  amounted  to  an  effectual  contract,  and  that  Matthias  Attwood,  Isaac 
Spooner,  Richard  Spooner,  and  ^omas  Garden,  therein  named,  became, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  hold  possession  of  the  lands,  tene- 
ments and  hereditaments  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  to  receive  and 
take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  until  thereby  and  therewith,  and  with 
the  rectory  and  glebe  lands,  and  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  and  emolu- 
ments in  the  said  instrument  mentioned,  or  otherwise,  the  plaintiffs,  their 
executors,  adminbtrators  and  assigns,  should  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied 
the  sum  of  241/.  7«.  9d.  due  for  the  arrears  of  interest  on  the  sum  of 
2,500iL,  and  abo  all  interest  which  had  since  accrued  due,  or  which  should 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  accrue  an^  become  due,  for  or  in  respect  of 
the  sum  of  1,789/.  IBs.  4d.,  being  the  remaining  part  of  the  said  sum  of 
2,500/.,  at  the  times  and  in  manner  stated  in  the  condition  of  the  bond  in 
the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  the  defendant  by  his  counsel  undertaking 
not  to  proceed  with  the  action  already  commenced  for  recovering  the  pos- 
session of  the  said  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments,  or  to  commence 
any  other  proceedings  at  law  to  disturb  the  plaintiffs  in  their  possession  of 
the  same ;  it  was  ordered,  that  it  should  be  referred  to  the  Master  of  the 
court  in  rotation,  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due  to  the  said  plaintiffs 
for  the  said  principal  sum  of  1,789/.  IBs,  4(2.,  and  interest  therlon,  (dis- 
tinguishing what  was  due  for  principal  from  what  was  due  for  interest*), 
and  for  the  said  sum  0^41;/^  7V^^v  ^nd  to  tax  their  costs  of  the  suit, 
and  at  law;  and  it  was  ordered,  tJiat  the  said  W^ler  should  also  take  an 
account  of  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites,  emoluments,  rents  and  profits  of 
the  rectory,  and  of  the  glebe  and  other  lands,  tenements  and  hereditaments 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  come  to  the  hands  of  the  said  Matthias 
Attwood  and  Thomas  Garden  in  their  lifetime,  and  also  to  the  hands  of 
the  plaintiffs  or  any  or  either  of  them,  or  to  the  hands  of  any  other  person 
or  persons  by  their  or  any  or  either  of  their  order,  or  for  their  or  either 


(a)  See  Dale  v.  Smithwicic,  2 
Vem.  151 ;  Lepard  v.  Vernon^  2 
Yes.  &  B.  51 ;  Mitchell  v.  Eadet, 
Free  in  Gh.  125  ,*  Liebman  v.  Har- 


court,  2  Meriv.  513 ;  Watton  v. 
King,  4  Gampb.  272;  Wallace  v. 
Cooit,  5  Esp.  117. 
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of  their  use,  or  which  without  their  or  any  or  either  of  their  wilful  default  .1842. 

might  have  heen  received,  and  what  should  he  coming  on  the  said  account  ^     v     "^ 

of  rents  and  profits  should  be  deducted  from  what  should  be  found  due  Spoonbr 

to  the  said  plaintiffi  for  the  said  sum  of  241/.  7«.  9d.  and  interest  and  costs,  ^andilamds. 
The  decree  contained  the  usual  directions  for  the  production  of  books 
and  papers,  and  the  examination  of  parties. 


March  Idth, 
BaANES  V.  BaCSTEB.  23rd, 

T  April  22nd. 

HE  original    bill  prayed  a  foreclosure  of  the  estates  The  costo  of 
mentioned  in  the  pleadings.     By  a  decretal  order,  dated  ^^^dto 
the  26th  July,  1883,  and  made  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  ^^'^o  ^trir 

on  further  directions  in  the  original  and  revived  suits,  it  priorities,  al- 
though the  es- 
was  ordered  that  the  mortgaged  estates  should  be  sold,  and  tates  were  by 

the  purchase  monies  paid  into  Court :  the  sale  to  be  free  ^^  soW^and 

from  the  mortgage  incumbrances,  and  the  several  mort-  thcpurchaae- 

"  *=*  ^  money  was  paid 

gagees  to  have  the  same  U^n  on  the  purchase  monies  that  into  Court,  and 
they  had  on  the  estates,  according  to  their  priorities.  uSnafund!^' 
And  it  was  referred  back  to  the  Master  to  carry  on  the  ^^J^^^"" 
accounts,  as  directed  by  the  decree  in  the  cause,  of  what  ^^^i.^^&IJtk^*-"''*^ 
was  due  to  the  several  mortgagees  for  principal  and  in-  c,\  th^both 
terest  in  respect  of  their  securities,  and  to  tax  them  their  ^^l^both^e 
costs  of  these  suits.     And,  after  a  direction  for  an  account  2!!^^  ^  * 

^  farther  advance, 

of  rents  and  profits  against  the  mortgagees  in  possession,  then  both  to 

D.    The  puisne 

further  directions  and  costs  were  reserved.  incumbrancers 

By  a  subsequent  order,  dated  in  December,  1838,  it  ^Jprfor**^ 

was  ordered  that  the  Master,  in  proceeding  to  execute  the  ^^^f^-   The 

'        -^  °  estates  are  not 

former  order,  should  have  regard  to  the  priorities  of  the  se-  sufficient  to  pay 
veral  incumbrances;  which  priorities,  by  a  report  dated  in  ga^es,  but  one 
July,  1832,  had  been  found  to  be  according  to  their  dates,  ^ti  ^32  is 
By  a  report,  made  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  ^®*^^«^£JI^ 
order,  the  Master,  after  stating  the  sale  of  the  estates  and  Court  wiu  not, 
payment  of  the  money  into  Court,  and  the  several  sums  ^d  D.,^ar- 

sbal  the  secu- 
rities by  direct- 
ing B.  to  take  his  fall  payment  out  of  No.  32,  so  as  to  leave  C.  the  first  incumbrancer  on  the 
other  estate,  but  B.'adebt  must  be  thrown  ratably  on  both  estates. 
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1842.  due  for  principal  and  interest  in  respect  of  the  sereral  in- 
cumbrances^ proceeded  to  tax  all  parties  their  costs^  and 
he  ascertained  the  proportions  of  the  fund  in  Court  which 
represented  the  estates  comprised  in  each  of  the  respectiye 
securities  mentioned  in  the  pleadings. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  further  directions,  with  a 
view  to  a  division  of  the  fund  in  Court  amongst  the  mort- 
gagees. The  fund,  however,  being  inadequate  to  pay  all 
parties  their  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  two  material 
points  became  the  subject  of  discussion. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  the  incumbrancers  were 
entitled  to  payment  of  their  costs  out  of  the  fund  before 
any  division  should  take  place,  or  whether  the  usual  rule 
should  be  applied,  viz.  that  each  incumbrancer  should  add 
his  costs  to  the  principal  and  interest  found  due  to  him, 
and  take  the  whole  out  of  that  part  of  the  fund  which  re- 
presented the  property  included  in  his  mortgage,  according 
to  his  priority. 

Mr.  Swanstan  and  Mr.  Rasch,  for  certain  puisne  incum- 
brancers, contended  that  all  the  incumbrancers  should  be 
paid  their  costs  out  of  the  fund  in  the  first  instance,  urging 
that  the  order  of  July,  1833,  must  have  been  made  by 
consent,  and  that  the  arrangement  had  been  entered  into 
upon  the  principle  of  the  fund  being  dealt  with  as  one 
common  fund.  They  cited  Brace  j.  Ductless  of  MarlbO' 
rough  (a) ;  Kenebel  v.  Scrafton  (i) ;  and  Hunt  v.  Fownes  {c) : 
and  expressed  a  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  decision 
in  Upperton  v.  Harrison  (rf). 

Mr.  Russell,  for  other  incumbrancers,  cited  Wilson  v. 
Metcalfe  {e). 

(a)  Moieley,  50.  Cooke  v.  Broum,  4  Y.  &  C .  227. 

(6)  13  Ves.  370.    See  White  v.  (c)  9  Ves.  70. 

Bishop  of  Peterborough,  Jac.  402;  (rf)  7  Sim.  444. 

fFontner  v.  Wright,  2  Sim.  543;  {e)  1  Rubs.  530. 
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The  Vice-Chancellok. — ^The  general  rule  is,  that  the  ^  1842. 
principal,  interest  and  costs  of  a  mortgagee  go  together. 
The  circumstance  of  there  being  a  decree  for  sale  instead 
of  foredosnre  does  not  primd  facie  change  the  rights  of  the 
parties.  If  a  decree  for  sale  is  conceded  upon  terms,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  operation  of  the  general  rule,  the 
terms  must  appear.  Here,  the  decree  being  to  take  an 
account  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  on  the  mort- 
gages, and,  in  the  same  sentence,  to  tax  the  costs  of  the 
mortgagees,  the  costs  must  be  payable  in  the  same  priority 
as  the  principal  and  interest,  there  being  no  other  terms 
or  agreement  in  the  cause. 

The  other  question  in  the  cause  related  to  the  marshal- 
ling of  securities  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

Racster,  being  seised  of  Foxhall  Coppice  and  a  piece  of 
land,  marked  in  a  plan  of  the  estate  No.  32,  mortgaged  in 

1792,  Foxhall  to  Barnes; 

1795,  Foxhall  to  Hartwright ; 

1800,  Foxhall  and  No.  32  to  Barnes ; 

1804,  Foxhall  and  No.  32  to  Williams. 
The  subsequent  incumbrances  were  taken  with  notice  of 
the  prior  incumbrances.  The  question  was,  whether  as 
No.  32  was  sufBicient  topay  the  whole  of  Barnes's  demand, 
Hartwright  could,  as  against  Williams,  compel  Barnes  to 
resort  to  No.  32,  thereby  leaving  Hartwright  the  first  in« 
cumbrancer  on  Foxhall. 

Mr.  fflgram  and  Mr.  Eldertan  for  the  plaintiffs,  the  re- 
presentatives of  fiames. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Bosch  for  the  defendant  Hart- 
wright. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  James  Parker  for  the  defendant 
Williams. 
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1842.  Mr.  Kenyan  Parker  and  Mr.  Freeling,  Mr.  Ruisett  and 

Mr.  ERslop  Clarke,  for  other  defendants. 

The  case  was  twice  argued.  At  the  conclusion  of  the 
first  argument^  the  Vtce-ChanceUor  expressed  his  opinion^ 
shortly,  to  the  effect^  that  Hartwright  had  no  claim  against 
No.  32  by  virtue  of  any  contract,  that  he  could  not  have 
filed  his  bill  to  redeem  No.  82,  and  that  the  equity  which 
he  claimed,  whether  enforceable  or  not  against  the  mort- 
gagor, or  his  heir,  could  not  be  enforced  in  such  a  case  as 
the  present,  to  the  prejudice  of  Williams.  His  Honor, 
however,  considering  the  question  to  be  one  of  some 
nicety,  directed  the  case  to  stand  over  for  further  argu- 
ment.   And  now — 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  James  Parker  argued  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  Williams. — If  the  question  were  between 
the  plain tifi^s  and  Hartwright,  and  the  devisee  of  the  mort- 
gagor, the  general  rule  as  to  marshalling  would  apply. 
But  it  will  not  apply  as  between  first  and  second  mort- 
gagees and  a  third  incumbrancer.  There  is  no  instance  in 
which  the  rule  has  been  applied  to  the  prejudice  of  a  cre- 
ditor. It  was  established  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and 
to  the  prejudice  of  no  one  but  volunteers.  The  principle 
is  clearly  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Aldrich  v.  Cooper  (a), 
and  it  flows  firom  this  principle  that  it  is  not  in  the 
power  of  the  plaintifis  to  make  such  an  election  of  their 
securities  as  shall  benefit  the  second  incumbrancer  and 
disappoint  the  third.  There  is  no  instance  in  the  Ro- 
man law  of  the  doctrine  being  applied  to  the  prejudice 
of  any  other  persons  than  the  representatives  of  the 
debtor  (A). 

In  the  ordinary  case  of  a  mortgage  of  two  properties  to 
one  party,  and  the  mortgage  of  one  to  another,  the  Court 

(a)  8  Yes.  382 ;  see  p.  389.  (6)  See  Story,  £q.  Jur.  Ch.  xiii. 
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gives  the  mortgagee  of  the  two  a  right  to  foreclose  both  j  1842. 
and^  as  a  consequence,  the  party  who  has  a  mortgage  of 
one  has  a  right  to  redeem  the  first.  But  even  in  that  case 
the  right  to  redeem  does  not  universally  prevail ;  for  if 
there  be  a  mortgage  of  estates  A.  and  B.,  then  a  mortgage 
of  A.,  and  then  a  mortgage  or  sale  of  B.  to  another  party, 
there  is  no  case  in  which  the  Court  (apart  from  fraud)  has 
done  otherwise  than  apportion  the  first  charge  between  the 
two  estates :  there  is  no  case  in  which  it  has  marshalled  the 
properties  between  the  two  first  incumbrancers.  The 
observations  of  Sir  Edward  Sugden  in  AveraU  v.  Wfide  {a), 
are  illustrative  of  this.  After  observing  that,  where  one 
creditor  has  a  demand  against  two  estates,  and  another 
a  demand  against  one  only,  the  latter  is  entitled  to  throw 
the  former  on  the  fiind  that  is  not  common  to  them  both, 
he  says : — "  This  is  a  narrow  doctrine,  and  cannot  gene« 
rally  be  enforced  against  an  incumbrancer  who  is  a  mort- 
gagee.^'  He  also  in  the  same  case  {b)  adopts  Lord  Eldon's 
guarded  expressions  as  to  third  persons  (c).  And  in  his 
treatise  of  ''Vendors  and  Purchasers,^'  referring  to  the 
same  doctrine,  he  says — ''This  does  not  touch  the  question 
between  innocent  purchasers  (d)"  This  view  of  the  case 
is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  general  proposition  laid 
down  by  Lord  Harduncke  in  Lanay  v.  Dutchess  of  Athol  (e), 
which  does  not  apply  to  third  incumbrancers  for  value.  As 
against  an  incumbrancer  for  value,  the  only  rule  is  that 
equality  is  equity. 

In  cases  between  principal  and  surety,  if  contemporane- 
ously with  the  contract  of  suretyship  a  mortgage  security  is 
given,  the  surety  paying  the  debt  may  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  creditor  in  respect  of  the  mortgage.  But  that  rule 
does  not  apply  where  a  second  mortgage  security  is  given  : 


(a)  Lloyd  &  G.  t.  Sugd.  252.  (d)  Vol.  3,  p.  436. 

(6)  Id.  258.  (e)  2  Atk.  446.    Suppose  a  per- 

(c)  8  Ves.  391.  vn  who  has  two  real  estates,  &c. 
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1842.  Cofnsy.lURdMRUm{a)i  Wade  y.  Cpoge  {b).  [In  the  course 
of  the  argament  the  Vtce-ChanceUor  referred  to  Tumiall 
y.  Trappes  {c)j  and  Gwynne  v.  Edwards{d),'\ 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Roach  for  the  defendant  Hart- 
wright. — Is  there  a  right  of  marshalling  in  a  second  mort« 
gagee  against  a  first  mortgagee ;  if  there  is^  did  it  exist  in 
this  case^  and  if  so,  when?  We  submit  that,  in  1800,  dr- 
cnmstanoes  existed  to  which  the  rule  of  marshalling  applies. 
There  were  then  two  creditors,  one  having  a  single  fond, 
the  other  having  two  funds.  What  is  the  nature  of  the 
right  of  marshalling  ?  It  is  this — that  the  single  fund 
shall  be  protected  from  the  demands  of  the  creditor  who 
has  two— protected  in  one  of  two  ways,  either  by  prevent- 
ing any  assault  on  the  fund,  or,  if  assaulted,  by  applying 
the  principle  of  compensation  and  indemnity  by  means  of 
the  other  fund.  Marshalling  is  not  founded  on  contract, 
but  on  equitable  lien.  Here  the  lien  had  arisen  and  existed 
in  1800 :  how  then  can  any  subsequent  dealing  between 
the  mortgagor  and  third  persons  deprive  the  second  mort- 
gagee of  that  lien  ?  The  equity  of  the  second  mortgagee 
is,  that  equal  claims  must  prevail  by  priority.  It  cannot  be 
contended,  that,  because  his  right  might  under  some  cir- 
cumstances be  defeated,  as  by  tacking,  therefore  it  does 
not  exist.  Besides,  we  have  yi  equity  beyond  a  mere  right 
of  marshalling,  arising  from  the  first  mortgagee  having 
notice  of  our  right.  Independently  of  that,  however,  it  is 
submitted  that  the  general  rule  must  prevail,  and  the  in- 
tervention of  a  third  creditor  will  make  no  difference :  Ex 
parte  Kendal  {e) ;  Shalcross  v.  Dixon  (/) ;  Aldridge  v. 
Forbes  {g).    The  equity  which  Hartright  had  originally, 

(a)  T.  &  R.  224.    See  1  C.  P.  (e)  17  Ves.  520. 

Coop.  625.  (/)  Jann.  Conv.  (ed.  Sweet), 

(6)  2  Sim.  165.  Vol.  5,  p.  493. 

(c)  3  Sim.  286.  (g)  4  Jurist,  20. 
(if)  2  Ru8B.  289,  n. 
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and  which  we  submit  has  not  been  taken  away  from  him^  1842. 
binds  the  land  into  whatever  hands  it  comes.  In  Hartley 
V.  (y Flaherty  (a).  Lord  Plunkett  says — "  If  a  mortgagor  sells 
a  portion  of  his  equity  of  redemption  for  valuable  or  good 
consideration^  the  entire  residue  undisposed  of  by  him  is 
applicable  in  the  first  instance  to  the  discharge  of  the  mort- 
gage^ and  in  ease  of  the  bond  fide  purchaser;  and  it  is  con- 
trary to  every  principle  of  justice  to  say^  that  a  person 
afterwards  purchasing  from  that  mortgagor  shall  be  in  a 
better  situation  than  the  mortgagor  himself  in  respect  of 
any  of  his  rights/'  The  case  of  Averall  v.  Wade  was  de- 
cided much  more  with  reference  to  the  particular  security 
than  the  general  principle. — ^The  following  cases  were  also 
mentioned  in  argument:  LordPomfiret  v.  Lord  Windsor  [b) ; 
Gregg  v.  Arrott  (c) ;  and  as  to  principal  and  surety,  Wright 
V.  Morley  (rf) ;  Bering  v.  Lord  WincheUea  (e) ;  Mayhew  v. 
Criclcett{f). 

Thb  Vice-Chancbllor. — ^Racster  having  two  estates^  April  22nd. 
one  called  Foxhall,  and  another  which  has  been  called  No. 
82,  mortgages  Foxhall  alone  to  Barnes  in  1792,  and  after- 
wards, by  way  of  second  charge,  mortgages  Foxhall  (alone), 
in  1796,  to  Hartwright,  who  at  the  time  has  notice  ot 
Barnes's  security.  Subsequently,  in  1800,  Bacster  mort- 
gi^es  both  No.  32  and  Foxl^  to  Barnes  to  secure  a  frir- 
ther  advance,  and  in  such  a  manner  as  to  make  No.  32 
and  Foxhall  liable  each  to  the  whole  of  Barnes's  two  ad- 
vances, Barnes  at  the  time  having  notice  of  Hartwright's 
security.  After  this  both  No.  82  and  Foxhall  are  mort- 
gaged by  Bacster,  in  1804,  to  Williams,  who  at  the  time 
has  notice  of  the  former  securities. 

The  present  proceedings  were  commenced  subsequently 
to  the  year  1804,  nor  until  after  that  year  was  any  step 

(a)  Lloyd  k  G.  t.  Plunk.  216.  {d)  11  Ves.  12. 

(6)  2  Vez.  sen.  485.  (f)  1  Cox,  318. 

(c)  Lloyd  &  G.  t.  Sogd.  246.  (/)  2  Swanat.  185. 
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1842.  taken  by  any  party  for  enforcing  either  of  the  secorities^ 
or  obtaining  payment.  All  the  mo]::tgages  cannot  be  paid 
in  fuU.  Foxhall  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  first 
charge  upon  it^  but  No.  32^  without  Foxhall,  is  sufficient 
to  pay  the  whole  of  Barnes's  demands.  Hartwright,  there- 
fore, claims  to  throw  Barnes  on  No.  82  exclusively.  To 
this  Barnes  is  indifferent ;  but  Williams  objects,  contend- 
ing that  as  he  is  an  incumbrancer  for  value,  the  burthen 
of  the  first  mortgage  ought  to  be  borne  at  least  ratably 
by  Foxhall  and  No.  32,  upon  which  latter  Hartwright 
never  took  a  charge.  This  is  the  question  to  be  decided, 
and  I  think  that  it  may  be  decided  without  necessarily 
involving  either  of  two  other  points  to  which  the  argument 
has  extended  itself.  I  mean,  first,  the  question  what 
would  have  been  the  rights  of  Hartwright  and  Williams 
had  Barnes's  security  upon  No.  82  preceded  and  not  been 
subsequent  to  Hartwrighfs  security  on  Foxhall;  and, 
secondly,  the  question,  what  would  have  been  the  rights 
of  the  parties  had  Williams's  security  not  existed  at  all,  or 
not  existed  until  after  the  commencement  of  these  pro- 
ceedings. Upon  each  of  these  two  points  I  entirely  re- 
serve myself. 

As  to  the  matter  to  be  determined,  the  first  observation 
to  be  made  is,  that,  considered  without  any  reference  to 
Hartwright  or  to  Williams,  the  nature  and  effect  of  the 
security  of  1800  were,  as  I  conceive,  to  make  No.  32  and 
'FoUxhllparipcisdu,  and  ratably,  according  to  their  values, 
liable  to  Barnes's  two  charges.  That,  I  think,  would  have 
been  the  result  between  the  different  heirs  of  Bacster,  had 
he  died  intestate  and  insolvent  as  to  his  personal  estate, 
leaving  one  person  his  heir  as  to  No.  32,  and  another  per- 
son his  heir  as  to  Foxhall.  At  least  the  heir  of  FoxhaU 
could  not  have  claimed  more  against  the  heir  of  No.  32. 

Taking  this  to  be  so,  I  am  unable  to  see  that  Hart- 
wright had  in  or  before  the  year  1804  (when  Williams 
took  his  security)   acquired  any  right  in  No.  32,  or  any 
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eqtdty  against  Racster  to  preclude  him  from  dealing  with  1842. 
it  on  that  footing  for  any  purpose  that  his  necessities 
might  require.  Contract  certainly^  as  to  No.  32^  Hart- 
wright  had  none.  It  was  as  to  him  an  accident — a  matter 
with  which  he  had  neither  privity  nor  concern^  that  Bacster 
happened  in  1800  to  mortgage  No.  82  to  Barnes.  C!ould 
not  Barnes  and  Bacster  at  any  time  after  1800^  as  against 
Hartwright^  have  sold  or  mortgaged  No.  82  separately  to 
a  stranger^  though  with  notice^  leaving  FoxhaU  charged  as 
if  it  was  in  1795^  and  leaving  Hartwright  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  the  security  of  1800  had  never  existed  ?  If 
Barnes  and  Bacster  could  have  done  this  as  against  Hart- 
wright^ why  should  not  Bacster  be  able  as  against  Hart- 
wright to  do  so?  In  my  opinion^  it  would  be  more  than 
justice  to  him^  and  less  than  justice  to  Bacster^  to  hold 
that  the  security  of  1800  rendered  No.  82  to  any  degree^ 
or  in  any  respect^  less  available  for  the  necessities  of  Bac- 
ster than  the  rights  of  Barnes  required.  I  think  that 
Hartwright  had  not  any  eqtiity  to  prevent  Bacster  from 
doing  what  he  did^  namely^  carrying  this  estate  to  market^ 
and  selling  or  pledging  it  as  charged  only  according  to 
the  tenor  of  the  security  of  1800^  that  is^  ratably  and 
pari  passu  with  FoxhaU. 

Again^  suppose  judgments  to  have  been  recovered  by 
strangers  in  1794^  1799^  and  1801^  against  Bacster^  who 
was^  I  believe^  previously  to  1800^  seised  equitably  and  not 
otherwise  of  No.  82.  Suppose  the  security  of  1800  good 
against  all  these  judgments ;  what  would  have  been  the 
relative  rights  of  Hartwright  and  the  several  judgment 
creditors  (with  or  without  elegits)  as  to  No.  82?  Can 
Williams  be  in  a  worse  situation  than  that  in  which  he 
would  have  stood  if  his  security  had  consisted  of  a  judg- 
ment only  instead  of  what  it  did  7  If  it  were  conceded  in 
the  present  case^  that  had  Williams's  charge  not  existed^ 
the  right  claimed  by  Hartwright  could  now  be  enforced 
against  Bacster^  it  does  not  in  my  judgment  follow  that  in 


410  CASES  IN   GHANCBRT. 

1842.  1804  (in  the  absence  at  the  time  of  any  suit  or  proceeding 
for  applying  the  property  in  question^  or  otherwise  relating 
to  it)  any  such  right  had  arisen.  The  position  of  Williams, 
who  took  his  security  with  notice^  has  been  in  argument 
assimilated  to  that  of  the  heir  of  Bacster,  or  of  a  person 
claiming  merely  as  a  Tolnnteer  under  him.  To  this  com- 
parison I  am  not  prepared  to  agree.  To  render  it  just,  it 
ought  to  be  established  either  that  eo  insiimii  when  Barnes 
took  his  second  security,  Hartwright  acquired  a  lien  on 
No.  82,  or  that  it  was  inequitable  in  Bacster,  however  much 
in  need  of  money,  and  however  fair  his  intentions,  to  use 
No.  32  as  part  of  his  property,  unless  by  the  consent  of 
Hartwright,  or  on  the  condition  of  pajdng  him  his  whole 
debt.  I  am  of  opinion  that  neither  proposition  can  be 
established,  and  that  Hartwright's  title,  if  any,  against 
No.  82,  does  not  extend  beyond  such  interest  in  it,  as 
before  the  institution  of  these  proceedings  Racster  did  not 
alienate  for  value ;  holding,  as  I  do,  the  notice  to  be  as  im- 
material as  notice  to  a  pxirchaser  of  a  judgment  recovered 
against  a  vendor,  when  the  latter  having  a  power,  and 
being  seised  in  fee  subject  to  the  power,  can  make  a  title 
and  alienate  the  fee  by  an  exercise  of  that  power,  destroy- 
ing the  creditor's  security. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  retain  the  opinion  which  on  a  former 
occasion  I  expressed,  that  circumstanced  as  the  present 
case  is,  Hartwright  and  Williams  stand  with  regard  to  the 
matter  in  dispute  on  an  equal  footing ;  that  Barnes  must 
be  paid  out  of  the  respective  proceeds  of  No.  82  and  Yox- 
hvil, pari  passu,  and  ratably  according  to  their  amounts; 
that  the  residue  of  the  produce  of  Foxhall  must  be  applied 
towards  paying  Hartwright ;  and  that  the  residue  of  the 
produce  of  No.  82  must  be  applied  towards  paying  Wil- 
liams ; — a  conclusion,  as  I  consider,  entirely  in  accordance 
with  the  principles  on  which  Lanoy  v.  Dutchess  ofAihol, 
Aldrich  V.  Cooper,  and  AveraU  v.  Wade  were  decided. 
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1842. 

Attorney-Oeneral  v.  Cullum.  ^24M 

xHIS  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  farther  directions  Whereacha- 
and  on  the  petition  of  the  relators.  The  charity  in  ques*  instituted  for 
tion,  called  ''The  Guildhall  Feoffment  of  Bury  St.  Ed-  ^eTo"frpa. 
munds/'  was  established  in  the  reign  of  Edward  IV.,  by  Jj^^^*^*' 
the  feoffments  and  will  of  John  or  Jenkin  Smith,  under  an  informatioii 
which  divers  lands  near  Buiy  St.  Edmunds  were  conveyed  guiation  oAhe~ 
to  the  following  uses :  viz.  first,  to  the  praise,  honour,  and  SJTSu^o? 
glory  of  God,  and  of  the  most  gracious  virgin,  and  of  the  »touid  form 

___  part  Oi  too 

glorious  martyr  and  king  St.  Edmund,  and  in  the  relief  scheme;  the 
of  the  aldermen  and  burgesses,  and  the  whole  commu-  thepanshionm 
nity  and  poor  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Bury  St.  Ed-  "l^^^^^^ 
mimds,  in  support  of  the  burthens  daily  falling  upon  minations,  re- 
them.''    The  estate  of  the  feoffees  was  afterwards  in-  tion aiystemof 
creased  by  gifts,  devises,  and  bequests,  by  many  benefiEus-  J^^?^" 
tors  in  succession  for  a  long  series  of  years.  The  objects  of  proposed  that 

,  "^  "  particular  le- 

the  benefactions  were  various :  namely,  for  supplying  wool  lectioiu  from 

to  set  the  poor  on  work,  for  binding  out  apprentices,  for  ihoaidberead, 

the  repairs  of  churches,  for  the  prisoners  in  gaol,  for  godly  JbouUbe^wd 

purposes,  for  cakes  and  wine  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  onSundajs^and 

in  which  no  spe- 

feoffees  and  other  works  of  charity,  for  catechising  and  dai  pnmnon 

instructing  poor  people,  for  the  ministers  for  their  pains  S^^dSgioiu' 

in  so  doing,  for  sick  lepers,  for  food  and  raiment  for  aged  ?^^,*^'*^ 

and  impotent  people,  for  alms,  for  payment  of  taxes  and  Courts  of* 

toUages,  for  bread  for  the  poor,  for  horn-books  and  primers  ^u^'wiii 

for  the  poor  children,  for  a  house  for  the  justices  and  ^yj^^*^^ 

otherwise  for  the  public  good,  for  the  setting  forth  of  education  in 

*^  °  ®  which  religion 

soldiers  serving  in  the  town,  for  the  support  of  priests  who  is  not  included, 
should  pray  for  the  souls  of  the  donors,  &c.  ttfiJL^bto^be" 

The  annual  income  arising  from  these  gifts  amounted  to  r;'^^!^''^!^ 
about  £1156;  in  addition  to  which  the  annual  sum  of  about  different  deno. 

minations, 
there,  bj  rea- 
son of  the  necessity  of  teaching  religion  according  to  particular  tenets,  and  the  difficulty  of 
teaching  diilerent  persons  according  to  different  tenets,  instmction  according  to  the  doctrines  of 
the  Church  of  England  must  prevail ;  but  provision  will  be  made»  as  far  ai  posable,  for  the 
exercise  of  conscientious  scruples  on  the  part  of  Dissenters.  ^  ^.^ 
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1842.  £954  was  received  by  the  feoffees  from  lands  purchased  by 
the  sale  of  church  plate^  making  the  whole  annual  income 
about  £2110. 

It  appeared  that  the  sale  of  the  church  plate  took  place 
on  the  dissolution  of  the  monastery  of  Bury  St.  Edmunds. 
The  poorer  order  of  the  population  being  by  that  event  left 
destitute^  the  parishioners  of  the  two  parishes  of  St.  Mary 
and  St.  James^  in  Bury^  agreed^  in  order  to  provide  a  fund^ 
to  sell  the  church  plate^  and  after  repairing  the  church  to 
employ  the  surplus  in  support  of  the  poor. 

In  1809;  a  decretal  order  was  made  in  a  suit  instituted 
by  the  attorney-general^  at  the  relation  of  Waller  Wright, 
against  the  then  trustees  of  the  charity,  by  which  it  was 
ordered  that  new  trustees  should  be  appointed  and  a  pro- 
per conveyance  made  to  them.  Under  this  order  a  deed, 
dated  the  28th  December,  1810,  was  prepared  by  Master  Cox, 
and  duly  executed,  by  which  it  was  witnessed,  that,  for  the 
performance  of  the  trusts  and  to  the  intent  that  the  pious 
memories  of  the  worthy  benefactors,  donors,  and  founders  of 
the  charities  for  which  the  lands  and  tenements  thereinafter 
given  might  be  continued  and  perpetuated  according  to  the 
true  intentions  of  the  said  donors  and  benefactors  in  their 
respective  wills  and  grants,  manifested  according  to  the 
schedule  to  the  indenture  annexed,  all  those  freehold  mes- 
suages, lands,  and  tenements,  (which  were  specified),  were 
bargained  and  sold  to  the  new  trustees  and  their  heirs  to 
the  intent,  not  only  that  the  pious  memories,  &c.,  might  be 
published  and  recommended  to  posterity,  but  also  that  the 
messuages,  &c.,  might  for  ever  thereafter  be  continued  and 
employed  according  to  the  true  intention  of  the  said 
donors,  founders,  and  benefactors,  and  also  upon  trust  and 
confidence  that  the  new  trustees  would  firom  time  to  time, 
and  at  all  times  thereafter,  make  use  of  the  rents,  issues, 
increase  and  produce  of  the  said  messuages,  tenements, 
and  premises,  for  the  common  profit  and  benefit  of  the 
inhabitants  of  Bury  St.  Edmunds,  in  such  manner  and 
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vise  and  for  such  charitable  uses^  intents^  and  purposes^  as  1842. 
were  in  the  schedule  thereunto  annexed^  or  any  other  uses 
intended  by  the  donors^  although  the  same  were  not  con- 
tained in  the  schedule.  Then  followed  a  schedule  contain- 
ing a  list  of  charitable  dispositions,  which  were  generally 
speaking  of  the  same  nature  as  those  which  have  been 
mentioned^  except  that  such  as  were  purely  of  a  Roman 
Catholic  nature  were  omitted. 

The  charities  mentioned  in  the  schedule  being  con- 
sidered as  in  many  respects  not  well  adapted  to  the  habits 
and  requirements  of  modem  times,  and  the  charity  in  other 
particulars  requiring  revision,  the  present  information  was 
filed  at  the  relation  of  Francis  King  Eagle  and  James  Cob* 
bing;  and  in  1836  a  decree  was  made,  by  which  it  was 
referred  to  the  Master  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
perty of  the  charity,  and  to  settle  a  scheme. 

The  Master  accordingly  set  forth  a  scheme,  by  which, 
after  making  provision  for  increasing  the  charities  to  the 
poor  not  receiving  parochial  relief,  and  for  an  augmenta- 
tion of  the  allowance  to  the  parochial  clergy,  and  for  the 
introduction  of  some  new  charities, — as  an  annual  gift  to 
the  hospital,  and  a  gift  of  £800  to  a  new  church, — ^he  pro- 
posed that  the  balance  of  the  ftmds  in  hand  should  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  foundation  and  establishment  of  three 
schools,  to  be  open  to  the  children  of  parents  of  all  reli- 
gious denominations,  and  to  be  called,  "  The  Guildhall 
Commercial  SchooV  "  The  Guildhall  School  for  poor 
Girls,''  and  ''  The  Guildhall  School  for  poor  Boys ;''  and 
amongst  other  rules  and  regulations  for  these  schools,  he 
proposed  the  following:  viz.  that  the  school  should  be 
closed,  as  regarded  instruction,  on  Sundays ;  that  a  con- 
venient and  sufficient  portion  of  the  stated  school-hours 
should  be  set  apart  daily  for  reading  the  Scripture  lessons 
prepared  for  the  use  of  the  Irish  national  schools,  and  the 
authorized  version  of  the  Scriptures,  or  such  part  thereof 
as  the  trustees  should  think  proper;  and  that  no  other  re- 

VOL.  I.  E  E  N.  c.  c. 
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1&12.  ligioQS  instraction  should  be  introduced  into  the  school. 
No  mention  was  made  as  to  the  religious  creed  of  the 
masters  or  mistresses  of  the  schools ;  but  the  power  of 
appointment  and  removal  of  the  master  and  mistresses 
was  vested  in  the  trustees. 

To  this  part  of  the  Master's  scheme  the  defendants^  the 
trustees^  objected ;  and  they  proposed  that  the  masters  and 
mistresses  of  the  respective  schools  should  be  members  of 
the  Established  Church ;  that  during  one  hour,  at  least, 
in  every  schooLday,  the  masters  and  mistresses  respec- 
tively should  give  general  religious  and  moral  instmction 
to  all  the  scholars,  in  such  books  as  the  governors  should 
select ;  that  on  every  LordVday  they  should  give  instruc- 
tion, in  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  England,  to  such 
of  the  children  whose  parents  were  willing  and  did  not 
object  to  their  receiving  such  instruction ;  that  the  scho- 
lars should  be  required  to  repair  once  every  Lord's  day  to 
the  parish  church,  or  other  place  of  worship,  according  to 
their  several  creeds ;  and  that  those  who  should  attend  the 
parish  church  should  go  along  with  and  be  accompanied 
by  the  masters  and  mistresses  respectively. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  M^ChrisHe,  for  the  relators,  sug- 
gested that  the  charity  was  intended  for  the  general  benefit 
of  all  the  inhabitants  of  Bury,  and  that  it  was  so  considered 
by  the  Master  who  prepared  the  deed  of  1810 ;  but  that 
the  effect  of  the  defendants'  proposal  would  be  to  limit  the 
benefits  of  the  charity  to  persons  of  the  Church  of  England. 

Mr.  Twiss  and  Mr.  fFray,  for  the  Attorney-General, 
contended  that  the  law  of  this  country,  though  it  tolerated 
all  religions,  did  not  place  the  religion  of  Dissenters  on  an 
equal  footing  with  that  of  the  Church  of  England ;  and 
that  if  education  was  provided  for,  it  must  be  a  religious 
education ;  and  if  a  religious  education,  it  must  be  accord- 
ing to  the  principles  of  the  Church  of  England. 
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Mr.  Boteler  and  Mr.  Lovat,  Mr.  RuneU  and  Mr.  Bacon,        1842. 
appeared  for  other  parties. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Vtce-Chancelhr  said 
that  it  might  be  a  question  whether  or  not  any  part  of  the 
fdnds  ought  to  be  devoted  to  the  purposes  of  education  at 
all ;  but  that  if  any  part  were  so  applied,  religion  must  be 
considered ;  for  that  any  scheme  of  education  without  reli- 
gion would  be  worse  than  a  mockery.  The  difficulty  here 
was,  how  to  provide  for  education  in  a  proper  manner,  with 
a  view  to  the  opinions  and  feelings  of  persons  of  various 
religious  creeds.  His  Honor  did  not  for  a  moment  question 
the  equal  right  of  every  Roman  Catholic  and  every  Pro- 
testant dissenter  in  the  town  of  Bury  to  a  participation  of 
all  the  advantages  of  the  charity;  but  as  religious  instruc- 
tion could  not  be  provided  for  every  class  of  persons  hold- 
ing different  religious  opinions,  he  thought  that,  if  called 
upon  to  decide  the  question,  he  had  no  alternative  but  to 
direct  that  the  master  and  mistress  of  each  school  should 
be  of  the  Established  Church. 

The  Yice-Chancellor. — ^As  the  term  education  is  pro- 
perly understood,  by  all  the  parties,  to  comprehend  reli- 
gious instruction,  that  religious  instruction  is  an  essential 
point  to  be  considered.  In  my  judgment  this  scheme  does 
not  provide  for  religious  instruction  in  the  sense  in  which 
the  expression  ought  to  be  understood.  Its  effect  is  not 
that  it  does  not  provide  for  reUgious  instruction  according 
to  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  England,  but  that  it  does 
not  provide  for  what  I  am  able  to  consider  religious  in- 
struction at  all.  If  education,  of  course  including  reli- 
gious instruction,  is  to  be  provided  for,  I  apprehend  it 
must  be  according  to  the  doctrines  and  principles  of  the 
English  Church.  I  know  no  other  standard  or  guide  to 
which  the  Court  can  resort ;  and  dissenting  as  I  do  from 
the  present  scheme,  as  far  as  it  relates  to  purposes  of  edu- 
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cation^  I  must  send  that  part  of  the  scheme  back  to  the 
Master  for  the  purpose  of  review^  unless  some  other  course 
can  hereafter  be  suggested  to  the  Court.     K  education 
is  to  be  part  of  the  scheme^  it  is  dear^  in  my  judgment, 
that  whatever  may  be  the  particular  course  of  instruction 
pursued,  or  whatever  may  be  the  course  as  to  exemp- 
tion, if  any,  from  any  particular  points  of  instruction,  the 
masters,  mistresses,  and  teachers  must  be  members  of 
the  Church  of  England.    I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to 
declare  that  either  the  masters  or  teachers  should  be 
clergymen,  but  that  the  masters,  mistresses,  and  teachers, 
should  all  be  members  of  the  Church  of  England,  and 
that  no  other  course  of  religious  instruction  should  be 
adopted  than  such  as  is  in  conformity  with  the  Church  oC 
England.    I  make  these  observations  upon  the  hypothesis 
that  it  will  ultimately  be  thought  right  that  a  provision  for 
education  should  form  a  part  of  this  scheme — a  matter 
upon  which  I  do  not  mean  to  bind  myself  by  auy  opinion, 
and  which,  perhaps,  may  require  reconsideration.    There- 
fore, in  sending  this  case  back  to  the  Master,  I  mean 
to  refer  it  to  him  to  consider  whether,  having  regard 
to  the  nature  of  the  charities,  and  the  present  state  and 
condition  of  the  town  of  Bury,  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  any 
provision  should  be  made  for  education ;  and  if  the  Master 
should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  then  to  declare  that 
there  is  to  be  no  master,  mistress,  or  teacher,  who  is  not  a 
member  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  that  no  other 
course  of  religious  instruction  shall  be  adopted  than  in 
conformity  with  that  Church. 


March  24th.  On  this  day  Mr.  Cooper  informed  the  Court,  that  all 
parties  had  agreed  to  modify  the  scheme  as  to  educa- 
tion as  follows : — ^That  the  masters  and  mistresses  of  the 
schools  should  be  members  of  the  Church  of  England; 
that,  during  one  hour  at  least  of  each  school-day,  the 
master  should  give  religious  instruction  to  all  the  scholars. 
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such  religious  instruction  to  be  confined  to  the  reading  and 
explanation  of  the  Scriptures;  that  on  every  Lord's-day 
he  should  give  instruction  in  the  liturgy,  catechism,  and 
articles  of  the  Church  of  England^  to  such  of  the  boys 
whose  parents  were  in  communion  with  that  Church ;  and 
that  all  the  scholars  should  be  required  to  repair  twice 
every  Lord's-day  to  church :  provided,  however,  that  any 
two  of  the  trustees,  by  a  note  in  writing,  might  excuse 
from  attendance  at  church  any  of  the  scholars  who  were 
children  of  persons  not  in  communion  with  the  Church  of 
England. 

The  Yjce-Chancellob  said,  that  if  the  parties  had  no 
objection  to  this  arrangement,  he  had  none ;  but  he  wished 
to  have  it  distinctly  understood  that  the  ground  on  which 
he  had  proceeded  on  the  former  occasion  was  not  a  prefer- 
ence of  one  form  of  religion  to  another,  but  the  absolute 
necessity  of  adopting  the  course  which  he  had  suggested. 
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AttoBNEY-OenEBAL  v.  CoMPTON.  Jifarch  2nd. 

JL  HE  affairs  of  the  parish  of  Marylebone,  more  especially  An  informatioii 
as  relates  to  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  the  poor,  are  ^  restitution 
regulated  by  various  local  acts  of  Parliament,  by  one  of  p^eri^a^' 
which,  the  35  Geo.  3,  c.  73,  it  was  enacted,  that  all  gifts,  pii«d  out  of 
donations,  benefactions,  and  sums  of  money  whatsoever,  the  relief  of  the 
then  payable,  or  which  should  thereafter  become  payable,  ^^toT im?"* 
for  and  to  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  St.  Maryle-  "^"*"*'- 
bone,  not  being  directed  to  be  applied  for  private  or  parti-  tion  of  any  part 
cular  charities,  and  not  being  sacramental  money,  should  forthereUefof 
from  time  to  time  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  thie  treasurer  ^ymratS^ 
or  treasurers  for  the  use  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  to  °^  of  coats  of 

an  action 
brought  against 
an  officer  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor,  for  a  libel  upon  him  in  respect  of  acts  done  bj  Imn  in 
the  execution  of  his  duties,  is  a  breach  of  trust  on  the  part  of  the  holder  of  that  fund. 
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1842.  be  applied  in  aid  of  the  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor 
thereof.  And  it  was  further  enacted,  that  the  directors 
and  guardians  of  the  poor  should,  and  they  were  thereby 
authorized  and  empowered^  to  maintain  and  employ^  in  any 
works^  trades^  manufactures^  and  employments  whatsoever, 
the  poor  maintained  in  any  workhouse  made  use  of  for  the 
purposes  of  the  act,  and  might  provide  a  convenient  stock 
of  flax,  hemp,  wool,  cotton,  thread,  iron,  stone,  wood, 
leather,  or  other  materials  for  the  employment  of  the  poor 
received  into  such  house;  and,  for  that  purpose  only, 
might  set  up,  use,  and  occupy  any  trade,  mystery,  or  oc- 
cupation whatsoever  in  such  house;  and  might  sell,  vend, 
and  dispose  of  such  goods,  wares,  and  merchandizes  as 
should  be  manufactured  or  made  by  such  poor  in  such 
workhouse;  any  statute,  law,  or  usage  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  And  it  was  further  enacted,  that  aU 
monies  arising  from  any  work  or  labour  done  by  the  poor 
in  any  workhouse  or  other  houses  made  use  of  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  act,  should  go  in  aid  of  the  poor^s  rate,  and 
other  monies  ndsed  for  carrying  into  execution  that  and 
the  therein-recited  acts. 

Sometime  before  the  year  1837,  the  parish  adopted  the 
provisions  of  the  stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  60,  for  regulating 
vestries. 

Since  the  passing  of  the  stat.  35  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  to  the 
present  time,  the  vestrymen  of  the  parish,  acting  imder 
the  powers  given  to  them  by  that  and  other  acts,  have 
made  rates  and  assessments  on  the  inhabitants  of  the 
parish  for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and  for  the  other 
expenses  mentioned  in  the  acts,  and  have  paid  to  the 
directors  and  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  or  to 
their  treasurer,  out  of  such  rates  and  assessments,  such 
sums  of  money  as  have  been  necessary  to  enable  the 
directors  and  guardians  to  maintain  the  poor  of  the  parish. 

In  1837,  differences  arose  between  Dr.  Glendinning, 
the  honorary  physician  of  the  parish  infirmary,  and  Dr. 
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Firth^  the  house-surgeon  of  the  workhouse  and  infirmary^  1842. 
rektive  to  the  death  of  a  female  pauper,  for  whom  Dr. 
Eirth  had  improperly,  as  alleged  by  Dr.  Olendinning, 
prescribed  doses  of  opium.  These  differences  led  to  the 
dismissal  of  Dr.  Firth,  and  to  actions  of  libel  and  slander 
by  Dr.  Firth  against  Dr.  Glendinning,  and  Dr.  Boyd,  the 
assistant-surgeon  of  the  workhouse.  In  December,  18S7, 
which  was  before  the  trial  of  these  actions,  application  for 
protection  was  made  on  behalf  of  Doctors  Glendinning 
and  Boyd  to  the  then  directors  and  guardians.  This  ap- 
plication, however,  was  refused  on  the  ground,  as  stated  in 
the  minute,  that  the  directors  and  guardians,  though  at 
all  times  anxious  to  protect  their  oflScers  in  the  perform* 
ance  of  their  duty,  could  not  in  the  then  stage  of  the 
proceedings  legally  undertake  the  defence  of  the  appli- 
cants. 

In  February,  1839,  the  action  against  Doctor  Glendin* 
ning  came  on  for  trial,  when  the  jury,  after  a  charge  from 
the  judge  very  favourable  to  the  defendant,  found  a  ver- 
dict for  him  on  his  plea  of  the  general  issue,  but  against 
him  on  his  plea  of  justification,  he  having  entered  into  no 
evidence.  The  plaintiff  then  declined  proceeding  in  his 
action  against  Dr.  Boyd.  In  these  actions  Doctors  Glen- 
dinning and  Boyd  employed  as  their  attomies  Messrs.  Hill 
and  Bandall,  who  were  the  attomies  and  solicitors  of  the 
directors  and  guardians.  Their  taxed  biU  of  costs  against 
Dr.  Glendinning  amounted  to  291/.  19s.  Sd.,  and  that 
against  Dr.  Boyd  to  54J.  17s. 

Immediately  after  the  termination  of  the  trial  Dr.  Firth, 
who  had  previously  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act, 
disappeared. 

In  March,  1839,  an  election  took  place  of  directors  and 
guardians  for  the  year  ensuing.  Availing  themselves  of  this 
change,  Drs.  Glendinning  and  Boyd,  in  September  of  the 
same  year,  applied  to  the  then  directors  and  guardians  for 
payment  of  the  costs  which  had  been  incurred  by  them; 
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and  at  a  board  held  on  the  Ist  November  following^  their 
claims^  after  a  discussion  and  division^  were  allowed ;  and 
such  allowance  was  recorded  in  a  minute  of  the  proceed- 
ings. That  minute  was  afterwards,  at  a  board  of  directors 
and  guardians  held  on  the  8th  November,  confirmed  by  a 
majority  of  twelve  to  eight,  notwithstanding  the  present- 
ment of  a  memorial  against  this  proceeding  by  eighty-five 
rated  inhabitants  of  the  parish.  In  pursuance  of  this 
minute  a  resolution  was  passed,  which  at  a  subsequent 
meeting  was  confirmed  by  the  same  persons  who  consti- 
tuted the  former  majority,  and  notwithstanding  a  written 
protest  by  six  rated  inhabitants,  that  cheques  should  be 
drawn  for  and  applied  in  discharge  of  the  amount  of  costs. 
Two  cheques  were  accordingly  drawn  in  the  usual  form  on 
Sir  Claude  Scott  &  Co.,  the  bankers  of  the  treasurer  of  the 
directors  and  guardians,  for  the  respective  amounts  of 
291/.  19s.  Sd.  and  54/.  17^.,  and  were  made  payable  to 
Hill  and  Bandall;  and  such  cheques  were  on  the  28th 
February,  1840,  delivered  to  Bandall,  as  the  surviving 
partner  of  HiU,  and  he  received  the  amount  from  Sir 
Claude  Scott  &  Co.,  out  of  monies  of  the  directors  and 
guardians  in  their  hands. 

At  the  time  this  payment  was  made,  the  balance  of  cash 
in  the  bankers'  hands  belonging  to  the  directors  and 
guardians  consisted  principally,  if  not  wholly,  of  sums 
nosed  by  the  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  (in  respect 
of  which  the  directors  and  guardians,  between  the  1st 
of  January  and  the  80th  June,  1840,  received  from  the 
vestiy-men  upwards  of  £14,000);  of  sums  arising  from 
the  labour  of  paupers  under  the  before-mentioned  statute 
of  85  Geo.  8,  c.  78 ;  of  sums  repaid  after  having  been  ad- 
vanced out  of  the  pocMr's  rates,  under  the  stat.  14  Geo.  3, 
c«  78,  for  fire  rewards;  and  of  sums  repaid  which  had 
been  advanced  out  of  the  poor's  rates  in  cases  of  has* 
tardy. 
.  The  information  was  filed  in  December,  1840,  at  the 
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relation  of  Jacob  Metcalfe  and  William  Green/two  rated  1842. 
inhabitants  of  the  parish^  against  John  CJompton  and 
others^  being  the  twelve  directors  and  guardians  who  had 
formed  the  majority  of  the  board  at  the  meeting  of  the 
8th  November^  1839^  and  at  the  following  meetings  and 
against  Bandall.  It  stated  many  of  the  foregoing  facts, 
and  set  forth  certain  notices  which  had  been  served  npon 
the  twelve  first-named  defendants,  calling  upon  them  to 
refund  the  monies  so  paid  to  Bandall,  and  also  notices 
upon  the  auditors,  calling  upon  them  not  to  allow  in  their 
accounts  the  monies  so  paid.  It  also  averred,  that  when 
Bandall  received  the  cheques  he  well  knew  that  they  would 
be  paid  out  of  monies  arising  firom  the  rates  and  assess- 
ments for  the  maintenance  of  the  poor,  and  that  such 
monies  had  been  paid  by  the  vestrymen  to  the  directors 
and  guardians  for  the  relief  of  the  poor;  that* the  monies 
so  received  by  the  defendant  Bandall,  in  payment  of  the 
cheques,  were  monies  held  by  the  directors  and  guardians 
of  the  poor  upon  trust  for  charitable  purposes,  that  is  to 
say,  for  the  maintenance  and  relief  of  the  poor,  and  were 
impressed  with  the  character  of  charity,  or  at  any  rate  the 
same  were  trust  monies  and  held  upon  trusts^  and  the 
defendant  Randall  therefore  became  responsible  for  the 
same,  and  trustee  thereof  for  charitable  purposes,  or  for 
the  same  trusts,  and  liable  to  return  t)ie  same  to  the  trea- 
surer in  order  to  be  applied  to  the  trusts  upon  which  they 
were  held  prior  to  such  payment  to  Bandall.  The  in- 
formation further  alleged  that  the  payments  so  made  to 
Bandall  were  and  are  wrongs  and  grievances  to  all  the 
rated  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  including  the  relators. 

The  information  prayed  that  the  twelve  first-named  de- 
fendants might  be  declared  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  in 
ordering  payment  of  the  sums  of  219/.  19^.  Sd.  and  54/.  I7s. 
to  Bandall,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  Bandall 
was  a  party  to  that  breach  of  trust,  and  that  the  sums  in 
question  were  raised  for,  and  applicable  to,  charitable  pur- 
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1842.  poses^  or  at  least  were  trust  monies;  and  that  all  the 
defendants  might  be  decreed  to  repay  and  make  good  such 
sums  with  interest  at  £5  per  cent.,  from  the  28th  of 
Februarji  1840,  and  also  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

The  defendants,  the  directors  and  guardians,  by  their 
answer,  stated  that  the  payment  in  question  had  been 
made  with  the  sanction  of  the  vestry,  and  by  the  auditors, 
and  they  submitted  that  they  were  not  personally  respon- 
sible, and  ought  not  to  have  been  made  parties  to  the  suit. 

The  defendant  Randall,  by  his  answer,  insisted  on  the 
legality  of  the  payment,  upon  the  ground  that  the  money 
in  the  hands  of  the  directors  and  guardians  was  appli- 
cable, not  only  to  the  maintenance  of  the  poor  of  the 
parish,  but  to  the  general  purposes  of  expenditure  incident 
to  a  workhouse. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  Chandless,  for  the  relators,  com- 
mented on  the  great  danger  which  would  ensue  if  persons 
in  the  situation  of  Doctors  Glendinning  and  Boyd  were 
permitted  to  be  indemnified  out  of  public  monies.  How- 
ever unjust  the  actions  might  be,  and  although  they  might 
have  been  brought  against  those  gentlemen  in  reference  to 
the  management  of  the  poor,  yet  that  did  not  warrant 
their  receiving  their  costs  out  of  the  poor's  rates. — ^In  sup- 
port of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  the  counsel  for  the 
relators  cited  Attamey-General  v.  Braum{a)i  Attorney* 
General  v.  Corporation  of  Poole  (A). 

Mr.  Ko€  and  Mr.  Moore,  for  the  defendants,  the  directors 
and  guardians. — ^The  parish  of  Marylebone  having  adopted 
the  Stat.  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  60,  the  relators  are  bound  by  the 
provisions  of  that  act.  By  the  37th  section  of  that  act,  no- 
Co)  1  Swoiist.  265 ;  1  Wils.  323.  (b)  2  Keen,  190. 
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thing  therein  contained  relating  to  the  appointment  and 
duty  of  auditors  shall  debar  the  parishioners  from  any  re- 
medy by  them  before  possessed  by  the  law  of  the  land.  Now, 
it  is  not  alleged  that  all  the  accounts  of  disbursements  by 
the  board  of  guardians  were  not  accurately  kept,  or  that 
any  person  had  not  full  information  of  the  manner  in  which 
the  money  was  disbursed.  If  the  relators  had  had  any 
ground  of  complaint  against  the  rate,  or  the  disposal  of  it, 
they  might  have  appealed  to  the  sessions,  or  proceeded 
against  the  guardians  by  indictment.  Instead  of  that, 
they  stand  by  and  permit  what  they  term  a  misapplication 
of  the  money,  and  afterwards  apply  to  this  Court.  A 
memorial  by  85  out  of  22,000  rated  parishioners  is  imim- 
portant.  The  relators  do  not  state  that  they  were  not 
aware  of  every  proceeding  taken  by  the  board  of  guardians 
and  the  vestry  board.  After  this  long  delay  on  the  part 
of  the  relators,  they  are  bound  by  the  auditors'  allowance 
of  these  accoimts.  If  the  relief  sought  by  the  relators  is 
granted,  the  benefit  will  be  received,  not  by  the  rate- 
payers, from  whom  the  money  was  taken,  but  by  the  j^re- 
sent  rate-payers ;  a  result  which  will  be  productive  of  equal 
injustice,  at  least,  with  that  which  is  insisted  upon. 

But,  in  truth,  the  guardians  and  directors  were  fully 
justified,  on  the  termination  of  the  action,  in  paying 
these  costs.  While  the  action  was  proceeding,  it  was 
impossible  to  say  what  evidence  might  be  produced  by 
the  plaintiff  at  law;  but,  after  its  termination  in  a  man- 
ner most  favourable  to  the  defendant  at  law,  can  it  be 
said  that  the  defendants  were  not  fully  justified  in  what 
they  did?  An  officer  appointed  by  them  had,  in  the 
course  of  the  performance  of  his  duties,  an  action  brought 
against  him  for  a  libel  in  relation  to  those  duties,  and 
he  succeeded  in  that  action :  could  they  leave  him  liable 
to  costs?  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — Is  it  not  a  large  pro- 
position to  say  that,  because  an  action  is  brought  fri- 
volously and   vexatiously  against  a  party  for  doing  his 
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1842.  duty,  his  employer  is  to  indemnify  him?  Where  is  such  a 
proposition  to  end  ?  It  would  be  dangerous  in  private  life^ 
and  destructive  of  public  funds.]  There  is  a  class  of  cases 
in  which  the  Courts  have  recognized  a  considerable  latitude  ' 
of  powers  in  persons  situated  like  the  present  defendants. 
In  The  King  v.  Commissioners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower  Ham^ 
lets  {a),  it  was  held  to  be  no  valid  objection  to  the  rate  by 
the  commissioners^  that  it  was  made  to  defray  previous  law 
expenses  of  the  commission  bond  fide  incurred  by  the  com- 
missioners in  the  discharge  of  their  duty:  and  in  7%e  Kinff 
V.  Tke  Inhabitants  of  Essex  {b),  it  is  said  by  Lord  Kenyon, 
that  wherever  a  duty  is  imposed  on  a  county,  and  where 
costs  incidentally  and  necessarily  arise  in  questioning  the 
propriety  of  acts  done  to  enforce  that  duty,  the  magistrates 
who  have  the  superintendence  over  the  county  purse  have 
necessarily  a  right  to  defray  such  expenses  out  of  the 
county  purse.  The  case  of  the  Attomey^General  v.  Mayor 
of  Norwich  (c)  involves  the  same  principle.  It  may  be 
said,  that  where  an  action  is  brought  against  a  sheriff  by 
an  insolvent  attorney  he  gets  no  costs ;  but  a  sheriff  is 
paid  by  poundage ;  whereas  the  defendant  at  law  in  this 
case  had  no  remuneration. 

Lastly,  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  this 
suit.  In  order  to  bring  the  case  within  the  jurisdiction, 
the  information  alleges  that  the  fund  is  a  charitable  fund; 
but  a  fund  applicable  for  a  public  or  general  purpose,  and 
raised  by  rates  or  assessments,  is  not  charitable:  Attorney- 
General  v.  Heelis  (d).  [The  Fwrc-CAaiice/for.— That  case 
is  at  variance  with  Attorney-General  v.  Brown."]  At  all 
events,  this  ought  to  have  been  an  information  and  bill, 
and  not  an  information  only.  The  information  alleges 
that  the  payments  made  to  Randall  are  wrongs  and  griev- 
ances to  all  the  rated  inhabitants.  The  proceeding,  there- 
fore, being  on  behalf  of  the  parishioners  themselves,  some 

(a)  1  B.  &  Ad.  232.  (c)  2  Keen,  406. 

(6)  4  T.  R.  594.  (d)  2  S.  &  S.  77. 
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of  them^  on  behalf  of  all,  ought  to  be  plaintiffs :  Attorney'  1842. 
General  v.  Forbes  (a) ;  Attorney-  General  v,  Daniel  (4) .  [The 
Vice-Chancellor. — In  Frewin  v.  Lewis  {c)  a  bill  only  was  filed. 
It  may  be  conceded,  that  in  the  present  case  an  informa- 
tion and  bill  would  have  been  proper ;  but  does  it  there- 
fore follow  that  an  information  was  not  proper  ?] 

Mr.  Campbell,  for  the  defendant  Randall,  took  the  same 
line  of  argument  as  had  been  used  for  the  other  defend^ 
ants,  contending  that  this  was  not  a  case  of  charity,  but 
one  in  which  individual  rights  were  concerned,  and  which 
therefore  required  at  least  an  information  and  bill,  if  not  a 
bill  only.     He  said  that  the  parties  to  be  benefited  by 
this  proceeding  were  the  rate-payers  of  1839,  and  therefore 
that  the  pleadings  should  have  been  so  framed  as  to  admit 
of  an  enquiry,  whether  any  of  these  rate-payers  were  dead, 
and  if  so,  who  were  their  personal  representatives.    Ad- 
mit tin  g,however,  that  the  present  pleadings  were  sufficient 
and  that  there  was  originally  some  ground  of  complaint, 
he  contended  that  the  Court  would  not  now  call  in  ques- 
tion proceedings  which  had  been  taken  honestly,  though 
mistakenly.     In  support  of  this  part  of  his  argument,  he 
cited  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Attorney-General 
V.  Eweter  (a).     He  also  contended,  that  the  intention  of 
the  stat.  1  &  2  WUL  4,  c.  60,  was,  that  the  accounts  of 
large  parishes  should  be  annually  settled,^  and  that  after 
such  settlement  the  auditors  should  be  protected  from  pro- 
ceedings in  equity.    As  regarded  the  defendant  Randall 
more  particularly,  it  was  to  be  observed  that  he  had  made 
no  claim  upon  the  directors  and  guardians,  but  had  deli- 
vered his  bill  to  his  own  client.     His  client  having  pro- 
vided payment  for  him  in  a  particular  manner,  did  not 
make  him  accountable  either  to  the  directors  and  guardians, 
or  to  the  vestrymen  generally. 

(a)  2  Myl.  &  Cr.  123.         (6)  4  Jurist,  7l>3.  (c)  9  Sim.  66, 

{d)  2  Russ.  54.    If  the  administration  of  the  funds  &c. 
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1842.  Mr.  Russell  having  commenced  his  reply,  by  observing 

that  Attomejf 'General  v.  HeeUs  was  overruled  by  Attorney ^ 
General  v.  Mayor  of  Dublin  (a),  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — There  are  certain  parts  of 
this  case  upon  which  I  do  not  require  the  counsel  for  the 
relators  to  reply,  I  mean  so  far  as  the  argument  has  pro- 
ceeded upon  the  assumption,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument, 
that  the  application  of  the  sums  in  question  of  which  the 
information  complains  was  unauthorized.  These  sums  were 
part  of  a  public  fund  in  the  hands  of  certain  public  officers, 
devoted  to  certain  public  purposes  within  a  certain  district, 
to  which  purposes  it  was  the  duty  of  those  officers  to  apply 
them.  They  were  in  a  sense  trustees  for  that  purpose; 
and,  if  it  were  held,  that  upon  a  misapplication  of  monies 
so  circumstanced,  it  was  not  competent  for  a  court  of 
equity  to  interfere,  I  am  not  aware  what  civil  remedy  there 
would  be  in  such  a  case.  This  is  not  a  question  of  the 
legality  of  a  rate,  it  is  a  question  of  the  due  application 
of  monies,  the  produce  probably  in  part  but  not  wholly 
of  rates ;  though  I  think  if  it  were  wholly  the  produce 
of  rates,  it  would  in  substance  make  no  difference  for 
the  present  purpose.  I  say  that  if,  the  money  having 
thus  legally  come  to  the  hands  of  these  public  trustees, 
it  were  not  competent  to  a  court  of  equity  to  enquire 
into  the  due  application  of  the  money,  there  would  be 
an  absence  of  civil  remedy,  for  I  have  yet  to  learn  the 
form  of  action  in  which  a  remedy  for  such  a  misappli- 
cation, producing  the  recovery  of  the  money,  could  be 
obtained. 

But  supposing  the  facts  of  this  case  to  be  satisfac- 
torily made  out,  the  competency  of  a  court  of  equity 
to  interfere  is,  I  think,  plain.  The  same  state  of  cir- 
cumstances appears  to  me  to  prove  that  the  proceed- 

(6)  lBligb,N.S.334. 
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ing  by  information  is  proper.  Tbe  right  to  the  fund  is  1842, 
not  vested  in  any  single  individual^  or  in  any  number 
of  individuals.  The  beneficial  right  to  the  fund  is  in 
the  public  generally  of  that  district^  for  whose  benefit  in  a 
particular  manner  it  is  to  be  applied  by  the  public  officers 
of  that  district.  A  mere  bill^  I  apprehend,  could  not  be 
sustained.  Treating  it  as  an  ordinary  civil  demand  be- 
tween  man  and  man,  I  am  not  aware  that  any  number 
of  parties  who  might  be  represented  by  given  individuals 
on  the  record  could  be  accurately  represented  as  having 
in  themselves  beneficially  the  entire  interest  and  property 
in  the  thing  demanded.  That,  therefore,  the  proceeding 
must  be  either  wholly  or  partly  by  information  cannot,  I 
think,  be  doubted. 

It  is  said,  however,  that  the  proceeding  ought  to  be  by 
information  and  bill ;  an^  it  is  said  so  on  this  ground,  that 
there  is  an  interest  in  some  person  in  the  due  application 
of  the  money  which  renders  it  improper  to  proceed  by  way 
of  information  alone.  That  argument  would  dispose  of 
ninety-nine  cases  out  of  a  hundred  of  those  suits  which 
are  daily  brought  before  the  Court  by  information  alone, 
because,  in  a  proportion  which  I  think  may  be  represented 
as  great  as  that  which  I  have  stated,  the  charities  or  public 
purposes  which  are  to  be  administered  are  charities  or 
public  purposes  for  the  benefit  of  specified  individuals  or 
specified  classes,  the  members  of  which  classes  must  have 
some  interest  in  it.  The  rule,  I  apprehend,  is  this, — that 
where  property  affected  by  a  trust  for  public  purposes  is 
in  the  hands  of  those  who  hold  it  devoted  to  that  trust, 
it  is  the  privilege  of  the  public  that  the  Crown  should  be 
entitled  to  intervene  by  its  officer  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
serting, on  behalf  of  the  public  generally,  that  public 
interest  and  that  public  right  which  probably  no  individual 
could  be  found  willing  effectually  to  assert,  even  if  the 
interest  were  such  as  to  allow  it.  I  apprehend,  there- 
fore, that  on  principle,  as  well  as  on  authority,  the  pre- 
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1842.  sent  proceeding  by  information  only  is  a  proper  proceed- 
ing, supposing  the  sums  in  question  to  have  been  unduly 
applied. 

It  is  then  stated  that  the  suit  is  not  instituted  in  proper 
time.  The  intention  to  do  the  act  complained  of  was 
avowed  and  notorious  in  November,  1839.  It  was  then 
plainly  objected  to,  and  notice  that  it  was  objected  to 
was  given  in  the  most  distinct  manner  to  all  persons 
interested  in  the  act.  The  act,  however,  was  not  done 
till  the  following  February,  and  then  with  full  know- 
ledge that  it  was  objected  to,  and  apparently  without 
taking  any  advice  on  the  subject,  the  defendants  chose  to 
take  the  step  against  which  this  protest  had  been  made. 
The  suit  is  not  immediately  instituted ;  it  is  not  instituted 
until  the  following  December.  Under  the  circumstances 
to  which  I  have  referred,  if  this  bad  been  the  case  of  an 
individual  complaining  of  a  breach  of  trust,  I  should  think 
that  the  suit  had  been  instituted  in  sufficient  time;  d/or- 
iiori  when  it  is  a  suit  by  the  Attorney-General  on  behalf 
of  the  Crown,  that  is,  on  behalf  of  the  public,  it  is  insti- 
tuted in  sufficient  time.  It  was  not  necessary,  I  think, 
for  the  present  relators,  or  for  any  person  on  behalf  of 
the  parish,  or  of  the  public,  to  have  interfered  by  in- 
junction, though  they  might  on  this  assumption  have 
effectuaUy  applied  for  an  injunction  between  the  month 
of  November  and  the  month  of  February. 

It  is  then  argued,  that  however  inaccurate  and  undue  the 
application  of  this  fund  may  have  been,  yet,  on  the  principle 
supposed  to  be  recognized  in  the  case  of  The  Attorney-Gene^ 
ral  V.  7%«  Corporation  ofEweter,  as  there  was  no  moral  turpi- 
tude or  intention  to  do  wrong,  this  Court  ought  not  to  inter- 
fere. I  have  never  before  heard  so  wide  an  interpretation  put 
on  that  case.  The  extreme  danger  of  allowing  such  a  rule 
to  be  acted  on  is  obvious ;  it  requires  neither  comment  nor 
observation.  The  expressions  used  in  the  case  of  7%6 
Mtomey-General  v.  The  Corporation  of  Exeter  must  be 
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taken^  as  all  judicial  expressions  ought,  with  reference  to  1842. 
the  particular  case^  beyond  which  the  judge  is  not  to  be 
supposed  to  go.  In  that  case,  a  particular  mode  of  exe- 
cuting a  particular  trust  for  charitable  purposes  had  been 
followed  by  the  corporation  of  Exeter  in  all  its  various 
changes  from  generation  to  generation  of  its  individual 
members,  during  a  very  long  series  of  years — I  think, 
considerably  more  than  a  century.  The  question  was, 
whether,  that  application  having  been  honest  though  mis- 
taken, the  corporation  not  having  applied  the  charity 
funds  to  their  own  purposes  but  having  distributed  them 
in  charity,  they  should  be  made  to  account  for  the  whole 
time  ,*  and  it  was  properly  held  that  they  should  not.  That,  I 
apprehend,  has  no  reference  to  a  dispute  of  a  recent  origin, 
where  a  trustee  from  whatever  motive  chooses  knowingly  to 
commit  a  breadi  of  trust,  warned  that  it  is  a  breach  of 
trust,  and  that  it  is  so  considered,  and  intended  to  be  so 
dealt  with  by  those  who  bring  it  under  the  attention  of  the 
trustees. 

It  has  been  argued  also,  that  as  the  twelve  gentlemen 
who  compose  the  majority  who  directed  the  application  of 
this  money,  were  members  of  a  body,  and  as  the  act  when 
done  was  the  act  of  the  body,  not  of  the  majority  only, 
therefore  the  majority  are  not  liable  to  be  sued,  and  not 
justly  to  be  complained  of  in  consequence  of  that  act. 
Such  however,  I  apprehend,  is  not  the  rule  of  a  court  of 
equity  with  respect  to  the  administration  of  property  de- 
voted to  public  purposes.  Treating  this  board  of  guardians 
as  a  corporation,  rejecting,  for  the  sake  of  the  argument, 
all  notion  of  dealing  with  them  as  individuals  not  incorpo- 
rated, the  rule  of  this  Court,  I  apprehend,  is,  that  where  it 
finds  members  of  a  corporation  holding  property  in  trust 
dealing  with  or  directing  that  trust  property  in  a  manner 
amounting  to  a  breach  of  trust,  that  it  will  hold  them  in- 
dividually responsible  for  the  application  of  the  funds ;  and 
as  the  present  application  of  these  funds  was  the  act  of 

VOL.  I.  p  p  N.  c.  c. 
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these  twelve  gentlemen  against  the  opinion  of  the  minority, 
and  as  each  one  of  these  was  an  actor  in  the  breach  of 
tmst  complained  of^  I  apprehend  that  the  suit  is  properly 
brought  against  them.  It  is  with  equal  propriety  brought 
against  Mr.  BandaD,  who  received  the  money  in  question 
direct  from  the  trustees,  knowing  that  it  was  a  trust  fund, 
and  knowing  that  it  was  to  be  applied  to  an  improper 
purpose. 

These  observations  are  of  course  made  on  the  assumption 
that  these  sums  have  been  improperly  applied.  If  these 
sums  have  been  improperly  applied,  I  am  of  opinion  tiiat 
the  suit  is  right,  and  that  the  Court  must  exercise  its 
jurisdiction.  Whether  they  have  been  improperly  applied 
is  another  question;  and  upon  that,  as  my  opinion  at  present 
stands,  I  am  disposed  to  send  a  case  to  a  court  of  law,  both 
on  the  original  liability  of  the  board  of  guardians,  the 
original  propriety  of  the  payment,  and  the  effect  of  the 
allowance  of  the  accounts  by  the  auditors,  which  is  a  veiy 
important  and  general  question. 


After  the  Vice'Chancettor  had  delivered  this  judgment, 
and  Mr.  Russell,  by  leave  of  the  Court,  had  argued  against 
granting  the  defendants  a  case  for  the*opinion)[of  a'court 
of  law,  the  Vke- Chancellor  gave  the  defendants  time  to 
consider  whether  they  would  or  would  not  take  a  case. 


March  9ih^  Qu  this  day  the  defendants'  counsel  said  that  they  de- 
clined taking  a  case ;  whereupon  the  Vtce-Ckancellor  dis- 
missed the  information;  directing  the  defendants  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  as  between  party 
and  party;  the  relators  to  have  their  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client  out  of  the  two  sums  in  question; 
the  residue  verified  by  affidavit  to  be  paid  by  the  defen- 
dant Bandall  to  the  treasurer  of  the  directors  and  guar- 
dians. 
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W1LKIN8  t;.  Stevens.  March  \$t. 

J.  HE  original  bill  was  filed  in  1797^  by  legatees  under  Where  the  in- 
the  will  of  Thomas  Btgge^  the  elder,  praying  administra-  Administrator 
tion  of  his  estate,  and  suggesting  that  part  of  his  assets  es^tetdth  bu 
iiad  been  misapplied  br  Ann  Bigge,  afterwards  Stevens,  one  0^^  m<»>«y  ^ 

relied  upon  tg 

of  his  personal  representatives,  in  the  purchase  of  an  eatate  a  ground  for 
which  she  had  settled,  upon  her  second  marriage,  to  the  ettat^f  part'oC 
use  of  herself  and  her  second  husband,  John  Stevens.  The  ^^  ^^'*v^'* 

'  asMti,  such  in- 

cause  was  heard  in  180S,  and  a  report  was  made  in  1810 ;  ^iUty  muat  be 

but  that  report  being  inconclusive  as  to  the  principal  denceoffacu 

matter  at  issue,  the  Court,  upon  the  hearing  of  exceptions  f^^ljj  eon- * 

to  the  report  in  1881,  directed  an  enquiry  upon  the  point.  J*"^®"  **°  ^ 

In  obedience  to  that  direction,  the  Master  to  whom  the  merely  or  prin- 

cause  was  then  referred  made  his  report,  whereby,  after  dendofthe  ' 

setting  forth  a  statement  of  fiacts,  he  expressed  his  opinion  ^ J^J^hough" 

to  be  in  accordance  with  the  charge  made  by  the  bill.  That  ""^^  witneMet 
•  111.111  "*'y  '**^*  ^•^ 

report  however  was  ordered  to  be  reviewed,  and  the  ques-  well  acquainted 

tion  afterwards  came  on  before  another  Master,  who  arrived  ^f  the  p^arty,  '^ 

at  an  opposite  conclusion.  ••»*  **»«*'  *V*»- 

^'^  ^     mony  may  be 

The  &cts  on  which  the  several  Masters  founded  their  corroborated  by 
reports  appeared  to  be  as  follows: — ^Thomas  Bigge,  by  his  of  suspicion. 
will,  devised  all  his  real  estate,  charged  with  legacies,  and 
all  his  residuary  personal  estate  to  his  son,  Thomas  Bigge, 
whom  he  appointed  his  sole  executor.  Upon  the  death  of 
the  testator  in  1758,  Thomas  Bigge,  the  son,  proved  the 
will,  and  entered  into  possession  of  all  the  testator's  real 
and  personal  estates.  In  1776,  Thomas  Bigge,  the  son, 
died  intestate,  leaving  a  widow,  Ann  Bigge,  and  a  daughter 
who  was  his  heiress-at-law,  and  heiress-at-law  of  the  testa- 
tor, who  died  intestate,  and  an  infant,  in  1778.  Upon 
her  husband's  death,  Ann  Bigge  took  out  letters  of  admi- 
nistration of  his  personal  estate,  and  continued  to  occupy 
the  farm,  and  use  the  farming  stock  which  had  been  occu- 

?  f2 
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1842.  pied  and  used  by  her  husband,  wd  before  him,  by  the 
testator.  In  1779,  Ann  Bigge  caused  the  fanning  stock 
to  be  sold  by  auction,  John  Stevena  being  the  auctioneer 
employed  on  the  occasion.  The  money  produced  by  this 
sale  amounted  to  £1,400,  which  was  received  by  Ann 
Bigge,  but  never  repaid  by  her  to  the  testator's  estate. 
In  the  early  part  of  1780,  she  purchased  for  JE800  a  copy- 
hold estate  at  Shitlington,  which  was  the  estate  in  question. 
Two  months  after  this  purchase  she  married  John  Stevens; 
whereupon  the  estate  so  purchased  Was  surrendered  to  such 
uses  as  she  should,  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  any 
testamentary  writing,  whether  sole  or  covert,  appoint.  After 
the  marriage,  she,  by  will,  appointed  the  estate  to  John 
Stevens.  In  1795  she  died,  whereupon  Stevens  took  pos- 
session of  the  estate,  and  received  the  rents  and  profits. 
Upon  his  death  in  December,  1812,  it  came  into  the  pos- 
session of  his  son,  the  defendant  John  Stevens,  who, 
notwithstanding  an  injunction  obtained  against  him  in 
1813,  conveyed  the  property  away  in  trust  for  his  cre- 
ditors. 

Relatively  to  the  purchase  so  made  by  Ann  Bi^e,  the 
Masters'  reports  set  forth  the  deposition  of  Mr.  Wilshire, 
who  acted  as  the  solicitor  for  the  vendor  in  the  sale  of  the 
estate,  and  who  was  examined  as  a  witness  in  the  cause. 
After  deposing  to  several  of  the  foregoing  facts,  he  stated 
that  though  he  could  not  of  his  own  knowledge  say  out 
of  what  fund  the  purchase-money  was  paid,  except  that  it 
was  paid  by  Ann  Bigge,  yet  at  the  time  of  the  purchase 
he  understood  and  believed,  and  he  still  believed,  that  the 
same  was  part  of  the  assets  of  Thomas  Bigge,  her  former 
husband ;  and  he  believed,  from  his  knowledge  of  the  cir- 
cumstances of  Ann  Bigge^  and  her  father  and  family,  that 
she  could  not  have  possessed  property  from  any  other  source 
sufficient  to  enable  her  to  make  such  purchase. 
The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing  on  exceptions  to  the 
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last  Master's  report^  by  whicl  the  statemrat  in  the  bill  as        1842. 
to  the  circmnstances  under  Thich  the  purchase  by  Ann 
Bigge  had  been  made  was  negatived. 

Mr.  Huasett  and  Mr.  Mylne,  for  the  exceptions. — It  is 
difficult  in  these  cases,  even  where  the  transaction  in  ques- 
tion is  recent,  to  prove  the  inability  of  a  party  to  make  the 
purchase.  The  time  therefore  which  has  elapsed  in  this 
case  is  of  no  importance.  The  money  has  been  clearly 
traced  into  the  hands  of  Ann.Bigge^  and  is  .proved  to 
have  been  in  her  kands  at  the  time  of  the  purchase.  A 
respectable  witness  pledges  his  belief,  that  she  had  no 
money  of  her  own  to  make  the  purchase.  This  evidence  is 
given  in  the  presence  of  the  husband:  he  could  have  shewn 
whence  the  puichase-money  came.  The  assets  of  Thomas 
Bigge,  the  youager,  were  included  in  those  of  his  father, 
and  all  were  ii  her  possession  till  the  end  of  1799.  In  the 
beginning  of  i7B0,  the  purchase  takes  place;  and  in  the 
same  year  tie  settlement  is  made  on  the  husband.  He 
died  in  1812.  The  assets  have  disappeared.  Under  such 
circnmstanc«  the  balance  of  presumption  is  against  the 
party  who  fs  not  prepared  to  shew  what  became  of  the 
assets.  Ifthe  party  makes  the  purchase  at  the  time  he 
receives  tie  money,  the  onus  is  upon  him  to  shew  how  the 
trust  moiies  went.  [The  VtcC'-ChanceUor, — Mr.  Sanders, 
in  his  Bo^k  of  Uses  and  TVusts  {a),  in  observing  upon  the 
case  of  lane^y.Dighion  {b),  takes. a  contrary  view.]  Two 
steps  wei^  wanting  in  that  case — the  sale  of  the  trust  fund, 
and  the  purchase  of  the  stock.    Lench  v.  Lench  (c). 

Mr.  figram  and  Mr.  RomUly,  for  the  report,  were  stopped 
by  theCourt. 

TtfB  Vice-chancellor. — It  is  agreed  that  there  does 

(0  Vol.  1,  p.  324.  (6)  Mdte.  5».  (c) 
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1842.  not  exist  any  reasonable  chance  of  obtaining  farther  in- 
formation in  this  case.  Under  such  circumstances,  consi- 
dering the  length  of  time  over  which  this  litigation  has 
extended,  and  the  remote  date  of  the  facts,  it  is  the  dntj 
of  the  Court  to  arrive  at  luch  conclusion  as  it  can.  It 
appears  that  Ann  Bigge  wss  the  widow  and  administratrix 
of  a  person  who  was  a  substantial  yeoman,  and  died  in 
1775,  possessed  of  farming-stock  and  personal  property, 
with  which  he  carried  on  the  farming  business.  In  1779, 
the  widow,  who  had  continued  the  farming  business  since 
his  decease,  declined  it,  and  sold  the  fianidng  stock  by  auc- 
tion, and  not  long  afterwards  married  the  auctioneer.  In 
the  early  part  of  1780,  she  purchased,  in  her  own  name, 
the  fireehold  and  copyhold  land  in  question^  in  the  ordinary 
way,  as  I  take  it;  treating  it  as  a  purchuie  on  her  own 
account.  On  that  state  of  things  the  presimption  is,  that 
it  was  a  purchase  with  her  own  money.  The  burden  of 
proof  lies  on  them  who  allege  the  contrary. 

Beyond  the  circumstances,  which  I  have  stated,  the  only 
evidence  for  the  plaintiff  is  that  of  Mr.  Wilslire,  a  profes- 
sional man,  who  lived  at  the  time  in  the  flame  county, 
but  several  miles  off,  and  who  was  concerned  u  the  solici- 
tor for  the  vendor.  He  in  effect  says,  that  from  his  own 
knowledge  of  the  party  herself,  and  her  fieanily,  1b  does  not 
believe  that  she  had  the  means  of  purchasing  ^he  estate, 
except  out  of  her  first  husband's  assets.  Theie  the  evi- 
dence begins  and  ends.  We  are  left  in  the  dark  as  to 
whether  she  made  any  settlement  in  her  own  £Bivour  on  her 
first  marriage,  or  whether  she  subsequently  acqnred  any 
property  to  her  separate  use  ;  and  in  ignorance  of  those 
facts,  the  Court  is  asked  to  take  for  granted,  that  n  1742, 
and  firom  that  time  to  1780,  when  the  purchase  wa  made, 
she  had  no  means  of  her  own  to  make  that  purchase  This 
is  far  too  strong  a  proposition  to  be  supported  befoce  the 
Court.  The  statement  of  Mr.  Wilshire  might  be  inport- 
ant,  if  coupled  with  the  proof  of  additional  facts,  butin  all 
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oases  of  this  luitiue,  it  is  material  to  shew  by  direct  ^^^^ 
evidence  the  inability  of  the  party  to  purchase  with  his 
own  ftmds.  That  inability  is  not  shewn  in  the  present 
case.  There  is  nothing  but  conjecture  on  which  to  come 
to  such  a  conclusion.  In  Groves  v.  Groves  {a),  decided  in 
1829,  Sir  WUUam  Alexander,  an  excellent  and  experienced 
lawyer,  expresses  himself  thus  as  to  the  claims  of  the 
plaintiff  in  that  suit :  "The  case  which  the  plaintiff  must 
set  up  and  rely  upon,  is,  that  he  paid  the  money,  though 
the  conyeyance  was  made  to  Simon  Groves ;  and,  therefore, 
that  there  was  a  trust  by  operation  of  law  for  him,  and,  as 
a  consequence,  that  he  has  a  right  to  call  for  a  conveyance. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  when  one  man  pays  for  an 
estate,  and  has  it  conveyed  to  another,  the  grantee,  who 
has  the  legal  estate,  is  a  trustee  by  operation  of  law 
for  the  purchaser.  But  I  conceive  that  the  £act  must 
be  distinctly  established  by  satisfactory  evidence/^  That 
also  is  my  opinion,  though  I  am  aware  that  my  opinion 
must  have  infinitely  less  weight  than  the  opinion  of 
that  eminent  Judge.  Sir  WUUam  Alexander  goes  on  to 
say, — ''  Here  it  is  not  so  established.  The  payment  of 
the  money  is  not  traced  in  any  manner.  As  I  have  al- 
ready stated,  all  we  know  on  this  subject  is  firom  Fox,  the 
attorney,  who  says  that  he  was  employed  by  Simon  to  con- 
vey the  land  to  him ;  and  that,  at  the  completion  of  the 
purchase,  when  Simon  paid  for  the  land,  he,  Simon,  said 
in;the  presence  of  the  plaintiff,  that  he,  Simon,  bought 
it  to  give  him  a  vote.  What  have  we  to  disprove  this? 
Any  evidence  that  it  was  paid  by  a  draft  of  the  plaintiff  on 
his  banker,  or  by  a  bill  traced  into  his  hands,  or  in  any 
other  analogous  way?  No,  nothing  but  loose  conversa- 
tions of  Simon's,  proved  by  parol  testimony,  the  most 
dangerous  of  all  evidence  upon  such  a  subject.  It  appears 
to  me,  that,  in  refusing  to  act  upon  such  evidence,  I  follow 

(a)  3Y.&J.  170. 


4A& 


1842. 
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a  wise  example  set  me  by  the  Court  of  Cihancery  in  the 
case  of  Gascoigne  y.  Thwring^  in  which  the  Master  of  the 
Bolls  of  that  day  refused  to  relieve  in  a  case  parallel  to  the 
present  upon  evidence  of  a  similar  description."  In  this 
case  the  evidence  is^  in  my  judgment^  weaker  than  that 
with  which  Sir  WUUam  Alexander  had  to  deal  in  Groves  v. 
Groves.  There  being  no  proof  therefore  that  this  estate 
was  purchased^  except  in  the  ordinary  way,  I  feel  obliged  to 
say,  whatever  suspicions  I  may  entertain,  that  the  plain- 
ti£Gi  have  fidled  in  their  case;  but  considering  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, I  shall  not  only  order  the  deposit  to  be  re- 
turned, but  make  the  costs  of  all  parties  costs  in  the  cause. 
Therefore  let  the  exceptions  be  overruled,  and  the  bill  as  to 
the  Shitlington  estate  be  dismissed,  without  costs,  and 
without  prejudice  to  such  claim  as  the  plaintiffs  may  have 
^  any)  in  respect  of  the  real  assets  of  John  Stevens. 


The  Vtce-ChanceUor  afterwards  remarked  that  he  be- 
lieved that,  in  strictness,  it  was  not  the  practice  to  direct 
costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause  on  exceptions;  but  that  it 
must  be  on  farther  directions.  The  defendants'  counsel, 
however,  did  not  press  any  objection  on  this  point. 


March  Uk.  Danibl  v.  Harbing. 

Practice  as  to  ^  HE  solc  plaintiff  in  the  suit  became  insolvent,  and  the 
SfbSi1!Srr'  ^^°1®  ^^  ^  estate  was  vested  in  the  defendant  as  his  sole 
tiie  loic  plain,   assignee  by  virtue  of  the   stat.  2  &  8   Vict.  c.  110, 

tiff  baoomes  in- 
aolvant,  and        SS.  86,  45. 
the  lolc  de- 
fendant ii  hit 

J^g*"^  *  ^''  ^*  -^-  ^^'V*  fo'  *^®  defendant,  now  moved  that 
the  bill  might  be  dismissed  with  costs.  He  cited  Wheeler 
V.  Malins  (a)  and  Williams  v.  Kinder  (&). 


(a)  4  Madd.  171. 


(b)  4  Ves.  387. 
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Mr.  Enimm,  for  the  plaintiff.  1842. 

The  Yicb-Chancsllor. — ^The  reasonable  course  will  be 
to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  the  defendant  undertaking 
not  to  proceed  for  them  otherwise  than  against  the  plain- 
tiff's estate. 

It  sppearing  that,  under  the  act  of  ParEament  mentioned,  the  de- 
fendant has  obtained  a  vesting  order  for  the  plaintiff's  estate  in  the  In- 
solvent Court,  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs;  the  defendant  undertaking 
not  to  proceed  against  the  plaintifTpersonally  in  respect  of  the  costs,  or  to 
take  any  steps  whatsoever,  other  than  for  the  puipose  of  obtaining  them 
out  of  his  estate  under  the  vesting  order. 


Keaton  v.  Lynch.  March  17M. 

JL  HIS  was  a  creditors'  suit.    In  support  of  his  case^  the  To  obtain  the 

plaintiff  put  in  evidence  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  a  creditors'  ^ 

plaintiff  upon  and  accepted  by  the   testatrix  which  be-  ^^^ 

came  due  a  short  time  before  her  death.    It  was  proved  the|piaintiif  to 

put  m  an  ac* 
as  an  exhibit.  ceptanoe  of  the 

testator,  proved 
as  an  exhibit. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — Such  meagre  evidence  as  this  Qw^w'ty^t^wr 

^  any  endenoe 

is  not  sufficient  to  ground  the  usual  decree.    Inquire  should  be  given 

whether  any  and  what  debt  was  due  from  the  testatrix  to  deration? 

the  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  her  decease.  //?u^^  9  o*^ 
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1842. 
Marek  l^th.  .  ThoRBY  V.  YeATS. 

Trurteesoftfae   GrEGORT    GEERINO,   by  his  will,  gave   and  be- 
JJ^^^^U*®    qiieathed  to  his  sister,  Maiy  Aim  Geering(8iiu»decea^ 
wonwn  decreed  and  the  defendants,  Teats  and  Harrison,  £1000,  £&  per 

to  pay  the  ooetg  . 

of  a  eoit  insti.    cent,  consols,  npon  trust,  to  transfer  the  same  to  the  plain- 

S^to  tnmT^  ^i  ^  niece,  who  was  then  a  spinster,  npon  her  attaining 

£to^rDamc     ^'^  *^®  ®^ twentjT-one  years, for  her  separate  nse,  and  free 

On  a  bill  by   from  the  control  of  any  husband  she  might  marry ;  but 

man  against       in  casc  shc  should  die  under  twenty-one,  he  declared  that 

^^[^l^f^*^.    the  said  Bank  annuities  should  fall  into  the  residue  of  his 

far  of  her  sepa-  estate,  and  be  disposed  of  accordingly.     And  the  testa- 
rate  property,  '  *  **  •^ 
it  is  not  in  or-    tor  appointed  his  sister  and  Teats  his  executrix  and  exe- 

dinary  cases 

necessary  to         CUtOr. 

1^  the  mar.       AU  the  testator's  debts  having  been  duly  paid  by  the 
To  ibm        executors,  the  £1000  was,  after  the  death  of  Mary  Ann 

brongHt  by  a  '  '  ^ 

marri^i  woman  Gecriug,  transferred  into  the  joint  names  of  the  defendants 

^^in  re-    Yeats  and  Harrison. 

21^^  pro.         The  plaintiff  attained  her  age  of  twenty-one  years  in 

a,  lu'hQs.  July,  1836;  and  in  October,  1838,  she  married  Thomas 
should  be 

a  defendtot       Thorby.    No  settlement  of  the  consols  was  made  on  the 
marriage,  or  afterwards. 

Soon  after  the  marriage,  application  was  made  to  the 
trustees  for  a  transfer  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  consols.  The 
application  was  met  by  yarious  excuses,  and  ultimately  by 
a  positive  refusal  (notwithstanding  high  legal  advice  had 
been  obtained  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff)  to  transfer  the 
ftmd,  except  under  the  authority  of  a  Court  of  Equity. 
The  present  bill  was  therefore  filed  against  the  trustees  and 
Thomas  Thorby,  praying  for  a  transfer  of  the  stock  into 
the  name  of  the  plaintiff  for  her  separate  use,  or  as  she 
should  direct;  and  that  the  trustees  might  be  decreed  to 
pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 
I  The  trustees  by  their  answer  alleged  that  a  promise  had 
been  exacted  from  the  defendant  Yeats  by  the  testator. 
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never  to  part  with  the  fhnd  to  the  plaintiff.     On  thul  ^      1842. 
gronnd,  and  on  the  general  gronnd  of  indemnity,  they  in-  i 
aisted  that  they  had  a  right  to  the  protection  of  the  Conrt.  i 
The  troatees  throughout  their  answer  mentioned  the 
plaintiff'B   marrii^  as  an  '^  aUeged  marrii^ ;''  where- 
upon tiie  plaintiff  entered  into  evidence  to  prove  the  mar- 
riage. 

Mr.  JTaqfOfi  Parker  and  Mr.  Campbell,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  JRmseett  and  Mr.  Stmionj  for  the  defendants,  the 
trustees,  contended  that  they  were  not  liable  to  pay  costs: 
Kmgkt  v.  Martin  {a) ;  Certainly  not  the  costs  of  proving 
the  marriage,  as  proof  was  unnecessary;  nor  the  costs  of 
the  husband,  as  he  ought  to  have  been  a  plaintiff.  Though 
this  related  to  the  separate  estate  of  the  wife,  yet  it  was 
not  a  suit  between  husband  and  wife,  but  against  the 
trustees;  in  which  both  husband  and  wife  had  a  com- 
mon interest. 

Mr.  Htehp  Garke,  for  the  defendant  Thorby. 

The  Yicx-Ghancxllor  said  that  the  husband  was 
properly  made  a  defendant,  and  was  entitled  to  his  costs. 
As  to  the  marriage,  the  evidence  was  unnecessarily  en- 
tered into,  for,  notwithstanding  the  expression  in  the 
answer  of  the  trustees,  there  was  sufficient  to  shew  their 
belief  of  the  marriage.  Considering  however  the  singu- 
larity of  the  answer,  he  should  not  order  the  plaintiff  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  evidence :  as  to  that,  no  costs  must  be 
given  on  either  side.  The  costs  of  the  residue  of  the  suit 
must  be  paid  by  the  trustees. 

Lbt  the  defendants,  the  tnutees,  tnuitfer  the  £1000  consoli  (the 
anumnt  of  legacy  duty  being  fint  paid)  into  the  name  of  the  plaintiff. 

(a)  1  Russ.  &  MyL  70. 
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Tax  the  eosU  of  the  pUmtiflT,  •  other  than  and  except  the  depdsttioiia  in 
the  cause.  Tax  the  costs  of  the  defendant,  Thomas  Thoiby,  and  let  the 
plamtiff*8  next  friend  pay  the  same.  Let  what  shall  be  so  paid  for  the 
costs  of  the  defendant  Thorby  be  added  to  the  plaintiff's  costs  so  directed 
to  be  taxed,  and  the  Master  certify  the  total  amount ;  and  let  the  amount 
be  paid  by  the  defendants,  the  trustees,  to  the  plaintiff's  next  friend. 


AprU  21«<. 

To  obtsin  an 
order  for  enter- 
ing an  appear- 
ance mider  the 
8th  of  the  Or- 
ders  of  August, 
1841,  it  must 
appear  from 
the  aifidant  of 
sendee  where 
the  defendsnt 
wasserred. 


Davis  v.  Hole. 

Mb.  MYLNE,  for  the  plaintiff,  moved  for  liberty  to  enter 
an  appearance  for  the  defendant,  William  Hole,  under  the 
8th  of  the  Orders  of  August,  1841.  He  produced  an  affi- 
davit to  the  effect  that  the  deponent,  John  (folding,  had 
personally  served  the  defendant,  by  delivering  to  him  a 
true  copy  of  the  mbpcma  and  indorsement,  and  shewing 
to  him  the  original  &c. ;  but  the  affidavit  did  not  state 
where  the  defendant  was  served. 


The  YicE-CHANCELLOR.-<-Where  you  merely  state  in 
the  affidavit  that  you  personally  served  the  defendant,  you 
must  shew  where  he  was  served.  He  may  have  been  served 
out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

AprU  23rd.  On  this  day,  Mylne  produced  a  farther  affidavit,  by  which 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  served  with  the  sub- 
pcsna  in  the  Queen's  Bench  prison.  Whereupon  the 
Vice-chancellor  made  an  order  in  the  form  usuaUy  adopted 
in  such  cases  in  his  Court  (a). 


(a)  See  ante,  p.  203. 
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ShIPPERDSON  v.  Tower.  ^;ir.l6M,18M, 

GMttw  22md. 
EORGE  BAKER,  of  Elemore  Hall,  in  the  county  ol  Tetutor.byhii 

Durham,  E»q.,  by  his  will,  dated  the  5th  of  July,  1883,  Snd^«gh?iJ 

O.,  whom  be 
deacribedas  tbe  eldest  daughter  of  bis  the  tetUtor's  daughter  I.,  an  annuity  of  £100  for 
her  life,  in  ca«e  the  should  attain  tbe  age  of  18  years.  He  also  gave  to  bis  grandson  C, 
second  son  of  his  said  daughter  I.,  the  sum  of  £2000,  but  in  case  he  should  die  under  21, 
then  he,  the  tasUtor,  bequeathed  tbe  said  sum  to  his  said  graiid*daughter  O.  The  testator 
then  having  given  other  legacies  and  annuities,  which  as  well  as  the  gifts  to  O.  were  charged 
on  hb  real  esUte,  bequeathed  tbe  residue  of  his  personal  estate  and  eifecto  in  trust  for  such 
child  of  bis  said  daughter  I.,  as  should  first  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  for  bis  or  her  ab- 
solute use  and  benefit.  He  then  devised  his  real  estates  in  trust  for  bis  grandson  H.,  the 
eldest  son  of  bis  daughter  I.,  for  life,  with  remainders  in  strict  settlement ;  and  by  a  codicil  he 
bequeathed  to  his  daughter  and  her  husband  the  use  of  his  plate,  linen,  and  ftimiture,  so  long 
aa  they  should  reside  in  and  occupy  his  house  at  E.  (in  which  they  had  a  life  interest),  with  a 
direction  that  after  their  decease,  or  ceasing  to  reside,  the  said  books,  &c.  should  remain  and  be 
held  upon  the  same  trusts  and  purposes  as  be  had  by  his  will  declared  eoneerttinff  hie  reeidmmy 
pereonai  eetate:  O.  was  the  eldest  child  of  tbe  testator's  daughter  I.,  and  attained  the  age  of 
21 : — Heidf  that  she  was  entitled  to  the  residue  of  the  testator^s  personal  estate. 

Tesutor  after  directing  his  debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expenses  to  be  paid  as  soon  as 
conveniently  might  be  after  his  death,  bequeathed  several  annuities  and  pecuniary  legacies 
to  various  persons,  directing  the  legacies,  except  one  which  was  given  to  a  person  under  21, 
to  be  paid  within  12  calendar  months  after  his  death.  He  then  declared  that  the  several 
annuities  thereinbefore  bequeathed  should  be  charged  upon  his  real  estates.  By  a  subsequent 
clause  he  charged  all  his  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  all  hia  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  legacies,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  his  personal  estate  not  specifically  bequeathed 
should  be  insuflBdent  to  pay  and  satisfy  z^Meid,  that  tbe  annuities  were  primarily,  if  not  solely, 
charged  upon  tbe  testator's  real  estate  ;  and  that  under  the  term  **  legacies,"  be  did  not  mean 
to  comprise  annuities. 

Testator  being  seised  in  fee  of  freehold  collieries,  for  which  he  received  a  certain  rent,  and 
being  entitled  to  several  shares  in  a  leasehold  colliery,  bequeathed  various  annuities  and  lega- 
cies, which  be  charged  upon  his  real  estate  in  aid  of  his  personalty.  He  then  by  a  codicil 
directed  that  all  annuities  and  legacies  left  by  him  in  his  will,  his  real  estate  being  free  from  aH 
mortgages,  &c,  should  be  paid  out  of  the  certain  rents  and  profits  of  bis  collieries,  and  that  his 
esto/e  might  not  be  burdened  with  them: — Held,  that  the  word  "collieries"  in  the  codicU 
meant  the  testator's  freehold  collieries,  and  did  not  refer  to  his  shares  in  the  leasehold  eolliery.; 
and  that  it  was  not  the  object  of  the  codicil  either  to  relieve  or  burden  the  personal  estate,  but 
only  to  throw  on  the  freehold  collieries  such  burden  as  would  otherwise  have  fallen  on  the  whole 
real  estate. 

Testator  after  devising  his  real  estates  in  strict  settlement,  subject  to  the  payment  of  his 
debts  and  legacies,  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  his  trustees,  and  be  authorised 
and  empowered  them,  if  they  in  their  discretion  should  think  fit,  absolutely  to  sell  hia 
estate  at  C. ;  and  after  giving  them  full  powers  in  regard  to  tbe  conduct  of  the  sale,  he  directed 
and  declared  that  they  should  stand  possessed  of  the  monies  arising  from  the  sale  upon  trust, 
after  payment  of  all  costs,  to  apply  and  dispose  of  the  remainder  in  such  manner  aa  therein- 
before bad  been  directed  concerning  tbe  residue  of  his  the  tesUtor's  personal  estate.  One  of 
the  trustees  was  afterwards  removed  from  his  office  by  a  codicil.  The  sale  of  the  esute  was  not 
required  for  the  payment  of  debts  or  legacies  i^Held,  that  the  power  of  sale  Tested  in  the  trus- 
tees was  discretionary,  and  that  the  residuary  legatee  of  the  personalty  could  not  compel  a  sale. 

There  were  two  inconsistent  clauses  in  a  will.  By  tbe  former  the  surplus  rents  of  the 
testator's  real  estates,  after  maintenance  of  the  person  entitled  to  the  possession  until  25,  were 
added  to  the  residue  of  the  personal  estate.  By  the  latter  tbe  surplus  rents,  after  maintcnanoe 
of  such  person  until  21  (provided  his  attaining  21  happened  within  tbe  legal  limit  of  time), 
were  settled  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  realty.  Testator  then  by  a  codicil  reciting  tbe  former 
clause,  directed  that  the  person  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  estate  should  be  let  into  the 
receipt  of  the  renu  and  profiu  at  21  i^Held,  that,  as  the  codidl  merely  affected  the  surplus 
rents  between  the  ages  of  21  and  25,  and  as  in  other  respecU  tbe  latter  of  the  two  clauses  in 

VOL.  I.  GO  N.  C.  C.  y. 
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1842.        after  directing  his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary  ex- 
Shippbedson  P^^^^  ^  ^^  P^^  ^  soon  as  conveniently  might  be  after 
'^'  his  death,   gave  and  bequeathed  to  his  grand-daughter 

Georgiana  Isabella  Tower,  the  eldest  daughter  of  his  the 
testator's  daughter,  Isabella  Judith,  the  wife  of  Henry 
Tower,  Esq.,  for  her  life,  in  case  she  shotdd  attain  the  age 
of  18  years,  an  annuity  of  £100,  to  be  paid  to  her  in  two 
equal  portions  in  every  year  for  her  separate  use  and  be- 
nefit, exclusively  of  any  husband  to  whom  she  might  be 
married.  The  tesrtator  then,  after  bequeathing  several  other 
annuities,  gave  to  his  grandson  Conyers  Tower,  second 
son  of  his  said  daught^,  Isabella  Judith,  the  wife  of  the 
said  Henry  Tower,  the  sum  of  £5000,  to  be  paid  to  him 
on  his  attaining  the  age  of  21  years ;  but  in  case  he  should 
die  under  that  age,  then  he  gave  and  bequeathed  the  said 
sum  of  £5000  to  his  said  grand-daughter  Georgiana  Isa- 
bella Tower,  to  be  paid  to  her  on  her  attaining  the  age  of 
21  years,  but  without  any  interest  in  the  mean  time;  and 
he  directed  that  notwithstanding  the  postponement  of  the 
time  of  payment  of  the  said  legacy  to  the  said  Gteorgiana 
Isabella  Tower,  the  said  legacy  should  become  vested  in 
her  immediately  on  her  attaining  the  ag6  of  21  years,  or 
marrying,  which  should  first  happen.  The  testator  then 
gave  various  other  pecuniary  legacies,  which  he  directed  to 
be  paid  within  12  calendar  months  after  his  death.  He 
then  directed  that  the  several  annuities  thereinbefore  by  his 
said  will  bequeathed  as  aforesaid,  should  be  charged  and 
chargeable  upon  all  and  every  his  freehold  messuages, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  and  real  estate  what- 
soever, with  powers  of  distress  and  entry  for  the  several 
annuitants.  And  tiie  testator  charged  and  made  charge- 
able all  his  said  messuages^  lands,  tenements,  and  heredi- 

the  will  was  more  pMbaUy  contistent  with  the  testator's  intentions,  the  latter  clause  should  prevail 
against  the  former,  notwithstanding  the  express  recognition  of  the  former  clause  by  the  codiciU 
The  rule  of  law  in  favour  of  preferring  the  latter  to  the  former  of  two  dispositions  in 
a  will  dealing  diiferently  with  the  same  subject,  is  applied  only  after  the  failure  of  eyery 
endeavour  to  give  such  a  reasonable  construction  to  the  entire  dispositions  as  will  render  every 
part  of  them  operative. 
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taments  and  real  estate  with  the  payment  of  all  his  debts^        1842. 
faneral  and  testamentary  expenses  and  legacies^  or  of  snch  sbiffsedbon 
part  thereof  as  his  personal  estate  not  thereinbefore  or  ^' 

thereinafter  specifically  bequeathed  should  be  insufficient 
to  pay  and  satisfy.  And  he  did  thereby  declare  his  will 
and  mind  to  be  that  his  trustees  and  executors,  and  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  and  ad- 
ministrators of  such  survivor,  should  during  the  minority 
of  his  said  grandson  Conyers  Tower,  and  within  12  calen- 
dar months  after  his  the  testator's  decease,  lay  out  and 
invest  the  said  legacy  of  £5000  th^eby  given  to  his  said 
grandson  in  their  or  his  names  or  name  in  the  parliamen- 
tary stocks  or  funds,  or  at  interest  in  government  or  real 
securities,  in  England,  so  that  the  said  trust  monies,  stocks, 
funds,  and  securities,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  an- 
nual produce  and  the  resulting  income  thweof,  or  the 
unapplied  part  of  such  resulting  income,  might  accumulate 
in  the  way  of  compound  interest.  And  the  testator  did 
thereby  further  declare  that,  notwithstanding  the  directions 
thereinbefore  contained,  his  trustees  and  executors,  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors  or  adminis- 
trators of  such  survivor,  should  have  full  power  to  apply 
the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  proceeds  of  the  said 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  or  so  much  thereof  as  they  or 
he  might  think  proper,  towards  the  maintenance  or  educa- 
tion of  the  said  Conyers  Tower.  And  as  to  all  the  rest, 
residue,  and  remainder  of  his  personal  estate  and  efifects 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  not  thereinbefore  specifically 
bequeathed,  he  gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  and  every 
part  thereof  unto  John  Dalton,  Thomas  Richard  Shipperd- 
son,  and  Thomas  Forster,  their  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  collect,  get  in,  and  receive  all 
such  parts  thereof  as  should  not  consist  of  ready  money, 
and  with  all  convenient  speed  to  pay  and  apply  the  monies 
arising  from  the  same,  and  which  should  be  so  collected 
and  received,  and  his  ready  money  at  his  death,  in  paying 

G  o2 


444  CASES  In  chancery. 

1842;        and  discharging  any  mortgage  and  other  debtSj  (as  well 
Shippermon    dcb^  due  and  owing  from  him  the  testator  individually,  as 
*-  debts  due  and  owing  from  him  jointly  with  any  other  per- 

son or  persons),  and  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
and  the  several  legacies  given  by  his  said  will :  and  in  case 
there  should  be  any  residue  or  surplus  of  his  said  residuary 
personal  estate  and  effects  after  such  payment  thereout  as 
aforesaid,  then  all  such  surplus  and  residue  should  belong 
to,  and  be  in  trust  for  such  child  of  his  said  daughter  Isa^ 
bella  Judith,  as  should  first  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  for 
his  or  her  absolute  use  and  benefit 

The  testator  then  gave  and  devised  all  and  singular  his 
freehold  and  copyhold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and 
all  his  real  estates,  whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  which  he 
had  power  to  dispose  of  by  his  will,  (except  such  as  were 
vested  in  him  upon  any  trust,  or  by  way  of  mortgage), 
with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances,  unto  and  to 
the  use  of  the  said  John  Dalton,  Thomas  Richard  Ship- 
perdson,  and  Thomas  Forster,  their  heirs  and  assigns, 
upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  declared  or  referred  to,  (that  is 
to  say),  subject  to  the  charges  thereinbefore  made  upon 
his  said  real  estate,  in  trust  for  his  grandson  Henry  John 
Tower,  the  eldest  son  of  his  said  daughter  Isabella  Judith^ 
during  the  term  of  his  life,  with  remainder  in  trust  for  the 
only  son,  or  in  case  there  should  be  more  than  one  son,  for 
the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  Henry  John  Tower 
severally  and  successively  in  tail  male,  with  divers  remain- 
ders over.  The  testator  then  directed  as  follows  :  '^  And  I 
do  hereby  declare,  that  if  any  person  living  at  my  decease, 
and  for  the  time  being  entitled  under  this  my  will  to  the 
actual  possession  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits 
of  my  real  estates  hereinbefore  devised,  or  any  part  thereof, 
shall  be  under  the  age  of  25  years,  my  said  trustees,  and 
the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  or 
administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall,  so  long  as  the  person 
entitled  as  aforesaid  shall  be  under  the  age  of  25  years. 
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receive  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  real         1842. 
estates,  and  until  such  person  shall  attain  the  age  of  21    shipperdsom 
years,  hipfly  a  competent  part  thereof  for  his  maintenance       tower* 
and  education ;  and  from  and  after  his  attaining  the  said 
age  of  21  years,  and  until  he  shall  attain  26,  shall  pay  t» 
him  the  several  and  respective  annual  sums  thereinafter 
mentioned,  (that  is  to  say)  during  the  first  year,  the  sum  of 
£600;  during  the  second  year,  the  sum  of  £700;  during 
the  third  year,  the  sum  of  £800;  and  during  the  fourth 
year,  the  sum  of  £900.    And  I  direct  that  my  said  trus- 
tees, and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,   and  the 
executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall  stand 
possessed  of  the  residue  of  the  said  rents  and  profits  upon 
such  and  the  same  trusts  as  I  have  hereinbefore  declared 
with  respect  to  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate  and 


The  testator  then,  after  giving  powers  of  leasing  to  the 
tenants  for  life  and  in  tail,  and  to  the  trustees  during 
their  minority,  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
said  John  Dakon,  Thomas  Shipperdson,  and  Thomas 
Forster,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  and  he  did 
thereby  fully  authorise  and  empower  them  or  him,  if  they 
or  he,  in  their  or  his  discretion,  should  think  fit,  absolutely 
to  sell  and  dispose  of  his  estate,  lands,  and  tenements, 
situate  at  Crook  and  Hownes,  in  the  said  county  of  Dur- 
ham, with  the  appurtenances,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof, 
discharged  of  and  firem  the  several  annuities  and  other 
charges  thereby  created,  either  together  or  in  parcels,  and 
-either  by  public  auction  or  private  contract,  as  they  or  he 
should  think  best,  for  sueh  priee  or  prices,  or  sum  or  sums 
of  money,  as  in  their  or  his  opinion  cotdd  be  obtained  or 
reasonably  expected  for  the  same ;  and  that  for  the  pur- 
pose of  effectuating  any  such  sale  or  sales,  it  shotdd  be 
lawftd  Ibr  the  said  John  Dalton,  Thomas  Shipperdson, 
and  Thomas  Forster,  or  the  survivors,  &c.,  by  any  deed 
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1842.        duly  executed  by  them  or  him^  to  revoke  the  trusts  there* 
Shippmdson   i'^tefore  or  thereinafter  declared^  or  which  should  be  de- 
»•  clared  by  any  codicil  thereto,  concerning  the  heredita- 

ments which  might  be  so  sold,  and  to  declare  such  other 
trusts  of  and  concerning  the  same  as  it  might  be  thought 
necessary  or  expedient  to  appoint,  in  order  to  efifectuate 
any  such  sale.  And  the  testator,  after  declaring  that  the 
receipt  or  receipts  of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  should 
effectually  dischai^e  the  purchasers>  directed  and  declared 
that  his  said  trustees,  and  the  survivors,  &c.,  should  stand 
possessed  of  the  monies  to  arise  from  such  sale  or  sales, 
upon  trust,  in  the  first  place,  to  retain  and  reimburse 
themselves  or  himself,  all  costs  and  expenses  attending 
the  said  sale  or  sales,  and  to  apply  and  dispose  of  the 
renudnder  of  the  same  monies  for  such  purposes  and  in 
such  manner  in  all  respects  as  was  thereinbefore  directed 
concerning  the  residue  of  his  personal  estate. 

The  testator  then  gave  a  general  power  to  the  trustees, 
at  the  request  of  the  tenants  for  life,  or  tenants  in  tail,  to 
dispose  of,  either  by  way  of  sale  or  in  exchange,  for  other 
hereditaments  in  England  or  Wales,  all  or  any  part  of  the 
devised  estates;  and  he  directed  that  the  estates  so  to  be 
purchased  or  taken  in  exchange,  should  be  settled  upon 
the  trusts  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisions,  and  decla- 
rations as  were  thereinbefore  expressed  and  contained  of 
and  concerning  the  hereditaments  so  to  be  sold  or  given 
in  exchange,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature  and  quality 
of  the  said  estates  and  other  circumstances  would  admit  of. 
The  testator  then  declared  as  follows :  ''  Provided  always, 
and  I  hereby  further  declare,  that  if  at  any  time  hereafter 
any  person  hereby  made  tenant  for  life  of  my  said  real 
estates  hereinbefore  devised,  shaU,  when  he  or  she  shall 
become  beneficially  entitled  to  the  possession  or  receipt  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  my  said  real  estates,  or  any  part 
thereof,  be  under  the  age  of  21  years  >  or  if  an^  person 
hereby  made  tenant  in  tail  male,  or  in  tail,  of  my  said  real 


a. 
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estates^  shall  be,  when  he  or  she  shall  become  beneficially  1842. 
entitled  to  the  possession,  or  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  sbippsrdsom 
and  profits  thereof,  under  the  age  of  21  years,  provided 
such  last-mentioned  event  shall  happen  within  the  period 
of  21  years  firom  my  decease,  then,  and  in  either  of  these 
cases,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the 
time  being  of  this  my  will,  during  the  minority  of  such 
tenant  for  life,  and  during  such  proportionable  part  of  the 
minority  of  such  tenant  in  tail  male,  or  in  tail,  as  shall 
arise  within  21  years  from  my  decease,  to  enter  into,  and 
hold  possession  of,  my  said  real  estates,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  receiye  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  and  by 
and  out  of  the  same  apply  any  annual  sum  or  sums  of 
money,  according  to  the  age  of  such  minor,  as  they  my 
said  trustees  or  trustee,  for  the  time  being,  shall  think 
proper,  for  and  towards  the  maintenance  of  such  minor, 
and  subject  thereto,  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  surplus  of 
the  said  yearly  rents  and  profits  in  the  names  or  name  of 
my  said  trustees  or  trustee,  in  the  parliamentary  stocks  or 
public  fimda  of  Ghreat  Britain,  or  at  interest  upon  govern^ 
ment  or  real  securities  in  England,  to  be  from  time  to  time 
altered  and  varied,  as  occasion  shall  require  f  and  also  to 
receive  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof, 
and  from  time  ta  time  to  make  similar  and  repeated  invest- 
ments thereof,  so  that  the  said  rents  and  profits  may  accu- 
mulate in  the  way  of  compound  interest.  And  I  do  hereby 
declare,  that  at  the  end  of  each  such  respective  period  of 
accumulation,  or  sooner,  if  the  said  trustees  or  trustee 
shall  think  proper,  they  or  he  shall  call  in  and  convert  the 
said  accumulated  fund  into  money,  and  apply  the  same  in 
satis&ction  and  discharge  of  any  principal  sums  of  money 
which  shall  then  affect  my  said  real  estates  hereinbefore 
devised,  or  any  part  thereof,  together  with  the  interest 
therec^,  whether  such  incumbrances  shall  be  subsisting 
thereon  at  my  decease,  or  shall  have  been  created  in  pur- 
suance of  any  trusts  or  powers  herein  contained,  and 
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1842.        wh^hei^  such  monies  and  accumnlated  fiinds  shall  Iiave 
ShippbrdToh   P'ooeedcd  from  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  parts  so  encom- 
V-  bered  or  not,  and  do  and  shall  stand  possessed  of,  and 

interested  in  the  rest  of  the  said  trust  monies,  if  anj,  upon 
the  same  trusts  herein  declared  or  referred  to  concerning 
the  money  to  arise  from  the  sale  hj  this,  my  will,  autho- 
rixed  to  be  made  of  my  said  real  estates/'  And  the  testator 
appmnted  the  said  John  Dalton,  Thomas  Richard  Ship- 
perdson,  and  Thomas  Forster,  executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  made  five  codicils  to  his  will.  By  the  first, 
dated  the  5th  July,  1833,  he  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the 
trustees  and  executors  named  in  his  will,  all  his  books, 
plate,  linen,  and  household  furniture,  upon  trust,  in  case 
and  BO  long  as  his  said  daughter,  Isabella  Judith,  and 
her  husband,  Henry  Tower,  or  either  of  them,  shonld  re* 
side  in  and  occupy  his  mansion-house  at  Elemore,  (in  which 
they  had  life  interests  under  thdr  marriage  settlement),  to 
permit  and  sufier  his  said  daughter  and  her  husband,  and  the 
survivor  of  them,  to  have  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  said 
books,  plate,  linen,  and  household  frumiture ;  and  after  the 
decease  of  the  survivor  of  them>  or  after  she  or  he  should  have 
ceased  to  reside  in  and  occupy  his  said  mansion-house,  he 
directed  that  the  said  books,  plate,  linen,  and  household 
furniture,  should  remain  and  be  held  upon  and  for  the 
same  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  as  he,  the  testator,  had 
in  and  by  his  said  will  deciiffed  of  and  oonceming  his  resi- 
duary personal  estate,  or  sueh  and  so  many  of  the  said 
trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  a»  should  be  then  subsisting, 
undetermined,  and  capable  of  taking  effect. 

By  the  second  codicil,  dated  the  3Ist  October,  1836,  the 
testator,  after  reciting  that  he  had  devised  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  said  John  Dalton,  T'.  R.  Shipperd* 
son,  and  Thomas  Forster,  and  appointed  them  executors 
of  his  said  will,  and  that  he  had  bequeathed  to  the  said 
John  Dalton  a  legacy  of  £200,.  revoked  his  said  will  so  far 
as  the  said  John  Dalton  was  an  object  thereof,  mA  substi- 
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tated  John  Doathwaite  Nesbam  in  his  plaee,  and  dedared  1843. 
that  his  said  will  should  take  effect^  except  as  to  the  said  sa'imBMoir 
legacy  of  £200,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  name  of  John  _  ** 
Douthwaite  Nesham  had  been  originallj  inserted  therein 
instead  of  the  name  of  the  said  John  Dalton.  And  after 
reciting  that  by  his  said  will  he  had  directed  that  if  any 
person  living  at  his  decease^  and  for  the  time  being  entitled 
to  the  actual  possession  of  his  real  estate,  or  any  part  there- 
of, should  be  under  the  age  of  25  years,  his  trustees  should, 
so  long  as  the  person  so  entitled  should  be  under  the  age 
of  26  years,  receive  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  of  his 
said  real  estates,  the  testator  by  the  present  codicil  declared 
it  to  be  his  will,  that  when  and  so  soon  as  the  person  for 
the  time  being  entitled  should  attain  the  age  of  21  years, 
he  should  be  let  into  possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  whole  ci  his  real  estates,  in  the  same 
manner  as  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  by  virtue  of  his 
said  will  on  attaining  the  age  ol  25  years.  And  he  gave 
to  his  butler,  John  Morris,  as  a  reward  for  his  faithful 
services,  an  annuity  of  ^£25  during  his  life,  dear  of  legacy 
duty,  and  he  directed  that  the  said  annuity  should  be  paid 
and  payable  on  the  same  days  and  times,  and  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  annuities  bequeathed  by  his  will. 

By  the  fourth  oodidl,  dated  the  9th  March,  1887, 
the  testator  declared  it  to  be  his  wiU,  and  he  requested 
that  his  grandson  Henry  John  Tower  might  complete 
his  school  education  at  Harrow  School,  and  that  if  he 
should  afterwards  go  to  the  umversity  of  Cambridge  his 
trustees  and  executors  should  pay  or  allow  to  him  during 
Ids  minority,  out  of  the  annual  income  of  his  the  testator's 
real  estate  and  of  his  redduaiy  personal  estate,  the  annual 
sums  therein  mentioned ;  but  if  Ids  said  grandson  should 
determine  upon  going  into  the  army,  then  the  testator 
directed  his  said  trustees  and  executors,  out  of  his  resi- 
duary personal  estate,  to  purchase  a  commission  for  him, 
and  thenoefinrth  to  pay  or  allow  to  him  out  of  the  annual 
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1842.  income  of  his  real  estate  and  of  his  residuary  personal 
SHirPBRDsoN  ^s^^i  ^^^  annual  sums  therein  mentioned  until  his  said 
^-  grandson  should  attain  the  age  of  21  years.    And  the  tes- 

tator charged  and  made  chargeable  aU  and  eveiy  his 
collieries  and  coal  mines^  seam  and  seams  of  coal^  within 
and  under  the  lands  and  grounds  situate  within  the  manors, 
precincts^  or  territories  of  Elemore^  Elemore  Hall^  little 
HasweU,  Haswell  Grange,  Hetton-le-Hole,  Hetton-on-the- 
Hill,  and  Moorsley,  or  elsewhere  in  the  parishes  of  Easing- 
ton  and  Pittington,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  of  which 
said  collieries  and  coal  mines,  seam  and  seams  of  coal  he 
had  granted  a  lease  to  the  Hetton  Coal  Company,  with  the 
payment  of  as  well  the  said  annuity  thereby  bequeathed 
as  of  the  annuity  bequeathed  by  his  wUl,  with  power  of 
entry  and  distress  in  case  of  non-payment.  And  he  also 
gave  and  bequeathed  to  Oeorgiana  Isabella  Tower,  and  her 
three  sisters,  the  sum  of  £2000  each,  when  they  should 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  or  marry,  which 
should  first  happen,  but  without  any  interest  in  the  mean 
time;  and  in  all  other  respects  he  ratified  and  confirmed 
and  published  his  will. 

The  fifth  codicil,  which  was  without  date,  was  as  fol- 
lows : — "  And  I  further  direct  that  all  annuities  and  lega- 
cies left  by  me  in  my  will  and  codicils,  my  real  estate 
being  free  from  all  mortgages,  &e.,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the 
certain  rents  and  profits  of  my  coUieries,  and  that  my 
estate  may  not  be  burthened  with  them.'' 

The  testator  died  in  May,  1837.  Soon  after  his  decease 
the  present  suit  was  instituted  by  the  trustees  and  execn- 
tors  of  his  will  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  directions 
of  the  Court.  The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Vke-Chan- 
cellar  of  England,  when  His  Honor  made  a  decree  esta- 
blishing the  will,  directing  the  usual  accounts  of  the  per* 
sonal  estate  of  the  testator  and  of  his  debts,  &c.,  and  order- 
ing that  the  personal  estate  should  be  applied  in  payment  of 
his  debts  and  funeral  expenses,  in  a  due  course  of  admi- 
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nistratioii^  and  then  in  payment  of  the  legacies  and  arreara  1842. 
of  the  annuities.  The  decree  then,  after  directing  the  usual 
enquiries  as  to  the  testator's  freehold  estates,  contained 
directions  to  the  Master  to  enquire  as  to  the  state  of  the 
family  of  the  testator's  daughter  Isabella  Judith  Tower ; 
and  also  (amongst  yarious  other  matters)  what  interest  the 
testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  fourth  codicil  and  of  his 
death,  had  in  the  collieries  mentioned  in  the  fourth  codicil, 
and  what  certain  rents  and  profits  he  was  at  the  time  of 
his  death  receiving  from  his  collieries,  or  any  and  which 
of  them;  also  what  interest  he  had  in  a  certain  colliery 
called  the  Heaton  colliery  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
and  whether  he  had  any  and  what  certain  rents  arising 
therefrom. 

With  respect  to  the  state  of  the  family  of  the  testator's 
daughter,  the  Master  found  as  follows : — ^That  there  was 
issue  of  Isabella  Judith  Tower  living  at  the  time  of  the 
testator's  death,  six  children,  and  no  more,  of  whom  Geor- 
giana  Isabella  Tower  was,  at  the  date  of  the  report,  in  her 
26th  year,  Emma  in  her  22nd  year,  and  the  others  infjEuats ; 
that  all  such  children  were  at  the  date  of  the  report  living 
and  unmarried,  and  had  no  issue ;  and  that  Isabella  Judith 
Tower  had  not  had  any  child  bom  after  the  date  of  the 
wiD. 

As  to  the  last-mentioned  subjects  of  enquiry  the  Master 
found  that  the  testator  was,  at  the  time  of  making  his 
fourth  codicil  and  of  his  death,  entitled  to  an  estate  in  fee 
simple  in  the  colleries  mentioned  in  the  fourth  codicil,  sub- 
ject to  the  lease  to  the  Hetton  Coal  Company  in  such  co- 
dicil mentioned,  and  that  he  was  receiving  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  the  clear  certain  yearly  rent  of  £2750,  being  the 
certain  rent  reserved  in  and  by  such  lease ;  but  that  he 
had  not,  nor  was  receiving  at  the  time  of  his  death  any 
other  certain  rents  from  his  collieries,  or  any  of  them ;  and 
that  bis  interest  in  the  Heaton  colliery  consisted  of  a  cer- 
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1842.        tain  number  of  shares  in  a  company  who  were  possessed  of 
a  lease  of  such  colliery. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing  on  further  directions, 
and  the  principal  question  was  what  interest  Gteorgiana 
Isabella,  the  eldest  child  of  Isabella  Judith  Tower,  took 
under  the  testator's  will.     She  claimed — 

1.  The  whole  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate, 
exempt  firom  payment  of  the  annuities  and  legacies. 

2.  The  Crook  and  Hownes  estate.  (Under  the  power  of 
sale  and  declaration  of  trusts  (a)  contained  in  the  will.) 
This  estate,  it  was  admitted,  remained  unsold. 

3.  The  surplus  rents  of  the  real  estates,  which,  after 
providing  for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  eldest 
son,  would  accrue  due  until  he  attained  21  (&). 

Mr.  Pwvi$  and  Mr.  Totter,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  De  Gex,  for  the  defendant  Georgia 
ana  Isabella  Tower : — ^First,  it  is  clear  that  Miss  Tower, 
being  the  first  child  of  Mrs.  Tower  who  attained  21,  is  the 
residuary  legatee  of  the  testator.  The  words  "  or  her,''  if 
there  were  any  question,  would  put  the  matter  out  of 
doubt.  That  being  so,  what  is  the  nature  of  the  residue 
she  is  to  take  ?  Not  the  testator's  personal  estate  after  all 
charges  paid,  but  after  what  is  specifically  disposed  ot  Now 
the  real  estate  is  at  least  the  primary  fimd  for  the  payment 
of  the  annuities;  and  there  is  a  power  in  the  will  which 
makes  it  the  sole  fund  for  that  purpose.  With  respect  to 
the  legaciBs,  the  real  estate  is  by  the  will  made  diai^eable 
only  in  aid  of  the  personalty,  but  by  the  undated  codicil, 
both  the  annuities  and  the  legacies  are  charged  exdusively 
on  the  certain  rents  and  profits  of  the  testator's  freehold 

(a)  See  arUe,  p.  445.  the  second  codicil  {ante,  p.  448), 

(6)  See  the  clause  within  in-  as  opposed  to  the  clause  within 
xnerted  commas  (ante,  p.  444),  and      inverted  commas  {ante,  p.  446). 
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collieries ;  no  part  of  the  testator's  estate  is  to  be  burden-         1842. 
ed  with  them^  except  these  rents  and  profits.    The  word    shJ^^JJ^ow 
''  collieries''  in  the  undated  codicil  refers  only  to  his  free-       „  ^^ 

^  Tower, 

hold  collieries;  for  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  Heaton 
colliery^  in  which  he  had  shares  only  as  a  partner,  was 
his.  The  words  "  my  estate"  comprehend  his  personal 
estate. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  Crook  and  Hownes  estate.  If  the 
trustees  had  sold  that  estate,  the  monies  would  have  gone 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  personalty.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  this  property  is  to 
depend  on  the  exercise  of  their  discretion.  The  gift  is  in 
form  a  power  to  the  trustees  to  sell,  but  it  is  not  merely 
a  discretionary  power.  The  words,  though  in  the  first 
instance  they  appear  discretionary,  are  imperative  when 
the  testator  directs  the  dealing  with  the  proceeds.  He 
could  not  intend  that  the  members  of  the  family  should 
be  affected  by  the  acts  of  the  trustees.  One  of  them, 
Dalton,  was  removed  from  his  office  by  a  codicil.  The 
Court  will  dispose  of  the  estate  in  the  same  way  as  if  a 
sale  had  actually  been  made :  Grieveson  v.  Kirscpp  (a). 
[TTte  Vice-chancellor. — ^Is  a  sale  necessary  here  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  the  debts  and  legacies?]  It  must  be 
admitted  that  it  is  not. 

Thirdly,  the  title  of  Miss  Tower  to  the  surplus  rents 
arises  under  a  clause  in  the  will,  which,  even  if  it  be  at 
variance  with  a  subsequent  clause  in  the  will,  is  distinctly 
recognized  by  the  second  codicil.  That  codicil  admits  the 
clause  in  question  by  cutting  down  the  claim  of  the  resi- 
duary legatee  to  the  surplus  rents  to  the  period  of  the 
tenant  for  life  attaining  21,  instead  of  25. 

Mr.  Wiffram  and  Mr.  FYeeling,  for  the  defendant  Henry 
John  Tower. — ^It  is  agreed  that  the  devolution  of  the 

(a)  2  Keen,  653. 
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1842.        Crook  and  Hownes  estate  ought  not  to  depend  on  the  dis- 
Shipperdsoh   cretion  of  the  trustees.    Yet  that  would  be  the  conse- 
^'  quence  if  the  real  estate  and  the  residuary  personal  estate 

are  to  go  in  different  channels.  The  testator^  however, 
never  intended  that.  He  could  not,  for  instance,  intend 
to  leave  away  the  furniture  in  the  house  where  Us  grand- 
son was  to  reside.  But  supposing  that  the  realty  and  per- 
sondty  are  separated,  the  personalty  is  not  exonerated 
to  the  extent  contended  for  on  the  other  side.  The 
legacies  at  least  are  charged  on  the  personalty,  and  the 
undated  codicil  makes  no  difference  in  that  respect.  The 
testator  intended  by  that  codicil  to  exempt  his  real 
estate  in  general,  and  to  charge  the  collieries.  [77^ 
Vice-chancellor. — Is  not  the  word  "  collieries'''  to  be  con- 
fined to  freehold  collieries?]  There  is  nothing  to  shew 
that.  Substantially,  the  leasehold  collieries  were  the  tes- 
tator's as  well  as  the  fireehold.  But  if  the  freehold  col- 
lieries only  are  referred  to,  the  object  of  this  codicil  seems 
to  have  been  merely  to  point  out  which  real  estate  was  to 
be  first  Implied  in  discharge  of  the  incumbrances  to  which 
the  real  estates  were  subject,  and  not  to  affect  the  person- 
alty at  all. 

The  disposition  of  the  surplus  rents  depends  upon  one  of 
two  distinct  clauses  in  the  will.  We  submit  that  the  latter 
clause  must  be  adopted.  It  cannot  be  said,  that,  up  to 
the  period  of  the  eldest  son  attaining  21,  the  latter  clause 
does  not  comprehend  every  thing  that  is  contained  in 
the  former.  For  instance,  the  provision  for  maintenance 
up  to  that  period  is  more  fuU  in  the  latter  clause.  The 
principal  object  of  the  first  clause  is  to  provide  for  a  period 
between  the  ages  of  21  and  25 ;  but  that  object  is  entirely 
removed  by  the  second  codicil.  The  consequence  is,  that 
the  second  of  the  two  clauses  being  more  comprehensive, 
and  standing  last  in  the  will,  must  prevail. 

Mr.  Russell,  in  the  oeorse  of  his  reply,  upon  the  question 
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as  to  the  extent  of  the  exemption  of  the  personalty,  cited        1842. 
miSams  y.  The  Bishop  of  Uandaff  (a).  s^i^^on 

V, 

The  Vice-chancellor. — The  questions  in  this  case  are  Tow«r. 
questions  of  construction  arising  upon  the  will  and  codicils 
of  the  late  Mr.  Baker,  of  Elemore  Hall.  The  first  is  whe-  JiuA^  U-^^^ 
ther  his  real  estate  or  some  part  of  it  is  the  primary  fund, 
if  not  the  sole  fund,  for  payment  of  the  annuities  given  hy 
his  will.  The  language  of  the  decree  (though,  as  I  learn 
from  the  Bar,  the  Court  did  not  intend  to  decide  any  point 
of  construction)  may  possibly  preclude  me  from  saying  that 
the  real  estate,  or  any  part  of  it,  is  the  sole  fund  for  this 
purpose ;  but  I  am  not,  I  think,  precluded  from  giving  effect 
to  the  opinion  which  I  entertain,  that  if  the  personal  estate 
is  liable  to  these  annuities,  it  is  only  secondarily  and  as  an 
auxiliary  fund  that  it  is  so  liable. 

The  direct  terms  of  charge  upon  the  real  estate  in  which 
the  testator  with  regard  to  them  has  expressed  himself,  cou- 
pled and  compared  with  the  very  different  language  in  which 
he  has  provided  for  the  pajrment  of  his  debts,  funeral  and 
testamentary  expenses  and  legacies  (under  which  term  'le- 
gacies'' it  is,  I  think,  plain  that  he  does  not  mean  to  comprise 
annuities) — saying  that  he  charges  his  real  estate  with  the 
payment  of  all  his  debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  expenses 
and  legacies,  or  of  such  part  thereof  as  his  personal  estate  not 
thereinbefore  or  thereinafter  specifically  (by  which  he  means 
particularly)  bequeathed,  should  be  insufficient  to  pay  and 
satisfy,  (there  not  being  any  analogous  phraseology  with  re- 
spect to  the  annuities) — as  well  as  the  form  of  the  trusts 
which  he  has  declared  of  his  general  residuary  personal  es- 
tate, satisfy  me  of  the  correctness  of  the  construction  which 
I  have  stated,  so  far  at  least  as  the  will  is  concerned.  But 
it  has  been  argued  that  however  this  may  be  as  to  the  will, 
an  important  difference  is  made  by  the  undated  codicil, 
which  all  parties  agree  in  representing  as  the  last  codicil, 

{a)  I  Cox,  254. 
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1842.        &nd  whicli  certaiiily  is  obacurely  worded.    It  is  thus : — 
„  ""     "*     '      [His  Honor  here  read  the  last  codicil.] — ^Upon  this  codicil, 

Shippcrdson     »■  . 

V.  however,  taken,  so  far.as  it  ought  to  be  taken,  in  connection 

with  the  fourth  codicil,  and  with  such  £Eu;ts  legally  admis- 
sible in  evidence  as  appear  on  the  Master's  report,  I  am  of 
opinion,  first,  that  the  word  ''  collieries''  means  the  testa- 
tor's freehold  collieries,  which  were  let  and  produced  a  cer- 
tain and  considerable  revenue,  and  cannot  be  considered 
as  properly  comprising  or  applicable  to  his  interest  in  the 
chattel  leasehold  coal  concern  in  which  he  had  shares  :  se- 
condly, that  he  did  not  intend  by  the  undated  codicil  to 
relieve  or  to  burthen  his  personal  estate  to  any  extent  or 
in  any  manner :  and  thirdly,  that  its  only  object  was  to 
declare  that  as  between  different  portions  of  his  real  estate 
one  should  exonerate  the  other  from  such  charge  of  annui- 
ties and  legacies  as  the  whole  had  been  subjected  to.  I 
hold,  therefore,  that  by  the  undated  codicil  there  is  thrown 
on  the  freehold  collieries  such  burthen  of  annuities  and 
legacies,  and  such  only,  as  but  for  this  codicil  would  have 
fallen  on  the  whole  real  estate.  To  give  it  any  other  effect 
would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  to  allow  an  intention  strongly 
and  clearly  expressed  by  one  testamentary  instrument  to 
be  defeated  by  expressions  of  a  doubtful  and  obscure  nature 
in  another;  which  ought  not  to  be.  It  is  incumbent  on  the 
residuary  legatee  to*  shew  that  the  effect  of  this  codicil  on 
the  other  testamentary  dispositions  is  that  for  which  she 
contends;  and  in  my  judgment  she  has  not  done  so.  The 
language  of  Tlndal,  C.  J.,  in  Doe  v.  Hicks  (a),  and  the  note 
in  6  Slim.  395,  may  here  perhaps  be  properly  referred  to. 

The  annuity  of  £25,  which  one  of  the  codicils  gives  to 
John  Morris,  and  which  the  testator  directs  to  be  paid  and 
payable  on  the  same  days  and  times  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  the  annuities  bequeathed  by  his  will,  must,  I  think, 
be  considered  as  chained  by  the  effect  of  the  several  testa- 

(a)  8Bing.480. 
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raentary  instruments  on  tlie  freehold  collieries  primarily  or        1842. 
exclusively  in  the  same  manner  as  the  annuities  given  by  shippbrmon 

the  will.  »• 

Tower. 
With  regard  to  the  fourth  codicil,  the  annual  sums  which 

it  directs  to  be  allowed  or  paid  to  Henry  John  Tower, 

ought,  I  think,  according  to  the  proper  construction  of 

that  codicil  and  the  other  testamentary  instruments,  to  fall 

rateably  on  the  general  personal  estate,  and  on  the  freehold 

collieries.    It  may  possibly  deserve  consideration  how  far 

this  is  consistent  with  the  language  of  the  order  of  18th 

December,  1840. 

Miss  Georgiana  Tower  waives  expressly,  as  I  understand, 
any  claim  in  respect  of  the  additional  annuity  of  j£100  which 
the  testator  had  by  this  codicil  intended  to  give  to  her, 
and  as  to  which  the  erasure  in  it  occurs  (a).  This  should 
be  stated  in  the  order.  I  apprehend  that  the  legacies 
which  it  gives  to  herself  and  her  sisters,  must,  as  well  as 
the  other  legacies  and  the  purchase-money  for  Henry  John 
Tower's  <K>mnussion,  fall  on  the  general  personal  estate, 
which  has  been  stated  to  be  amply  suflSdent  to  answer  all 
the  chaises  upon  it. 

I  have  collected,  (but  I  am  not  sure  whether  accuratdy), 
that  Miss  Tower  consents  that  the  general  personal  estate 
shall  be  charged  with  the  £500  mentioned  in  the  order  of 
7th  May  1841,  and  not  be  indemnified  in  that  respect.  If 
she  does  not  so  consent,  this  point  may  require  further 
consideration.  If  she  does  so  consent,  it  should  be  stated 
in  the  order. 

Miss  Tower  being  of  age,  and  being  the  first  child  of  the 
testator's  daughter,  Mrs.  Tower,  who  lived  to  attain  majo- 
rity, must,  I  think,  be  declared  to  be  the  general  residuary 
legatee  of  the  personal  estate  for  her  own  benefit.    There 

(a)  This  erasure  was  mention-  to : — Larkim  v.  Larkins,  3  B.  &  P« 

ed  in  argoment,  but  all  discussion  16 ;   Kirke  v.  Kirke,  4  Russ.  435, 

upon  it  was  waived  by  consent.  439,  440  ;   Onhfu  v.  Tyrer,  1  P. 

The  following  cases  were  referred  W.  343. 

VOL.  I.  H  H  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.        are  passages  in  the  testator's  testamentary  dispositions 
SH1PPCRD80N    ^^^^  ™^y  ^®  thought  to  justify  a  doubt  whether  he  in- 
*•  tended  this;  but  they  are  not  in  my  judgment  clear  or 

strong  enough  to  warrant  the  Court  in  refusing  to  give 
effect  to  the  phdn  terms  in  which  he  has  said,  by  his  will, 
that  the  grandchild  so  drcumstanoed  should  be  his  resi- 
duary legatee. 

The  next  question  made  is,  as  to  a  portion  of  the  real 
estate  situate  at  Crook  and  Hownes,  the  subject  of  the 
following  clause: — [His  Honor  here  read  the  power  of 
sale  and  declaration  of  trust  of  the  purchase-money  of 
the  Crook  and  Hownes  estate  (a).] — Considering  the  dif- 
ferent dispositions  of  the  real  and  personal  estate,  the 
clause  is  extraordinary  certainly  in  its  nature.  The  ad- 
mitted facts,  however,  are,  that  this  portion  of  the  real 
estate  has  not  been  sold;  that  it  is  not  required  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  any  debt  or  charge  on  the  real  estate  to 
be  sold ;  and  that  the  trustees  have  not  considered,  and  do 
not  consider,  that  it  ought  to  be  sold,  but  desire  that  such, 
if  any,  discretionary  power  as  in  this  respect  was  given  to 
them  by  the  testator,  should  be  exercised  by  the  Court,  if 
at  all,  and  not  by  themselves.  Notwithstanding  which,  it 
is  contended  on  behalf  of  Miss  Tower,  the  residuary  legatee, 
that  by  the  true  meaning  and  effect  of  the  clause,  the 
estate  at  Crook  and  Hownes  belongs  to  her,  or  ought 
peremptorily  to  be  sold  f<»r  her  benefit.  To  this  I  cannot 
accede;  being  of  opinion,  under  the  circumstances  which  I 
have  mentioned,  that  this  estate  has  remained  and  must 
continue  unconverted.  The  clause  cannot,  according  to  a 
correct  reading  or  interpretation  of  it,  be  in  my  opinion 
considered  as  directing  a  sale  under  all  circumstances,  or 
as  being  tantamount  to  a  positive  gift  to  Miss  Tower. 
There  was  a  discretion  to  be,  which  has  not  been,  and  pro- 
bably never  will,  if  it  ever  can  be,  exercised ;  and  if  it  can- 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  445. 
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not,  or  until  it  shall  be  exercised,  this  property  remains,  I        ld42. 
think,  real  estate  of  the  testator  for  all  the  purposes  of  his   shippebdsom 
testamentary  dispositions.    This  claim,  therefore,  on  the  ^' 

part  of  Miss  Tower  fails. 

The  only  remaining  question,  I  believe,  is  as  to  the  title 
to  the  surplus  rents  of  the  real  estates  during  the  minority 
of  Henry  John  Tower,  the  first  tenant  for  life  under  the 
limitations  created  by  the  testator. 

The  will  contains  these  two  clauses,  which  are  difficult, 
if  possible,  to  be  wholly  reconciled: — [His  Honor  here 
read  the  two  clauses  of  the  will  which  are  contained  respee- 
tively  within  inverted  commas  (a),  and  then  referred  to 
that  part  of  the  second  codicil  which  recites  the  former  of 
the  two  clauses  (&),  and  proceeded  thus : — ]  The  surplus 
rents  during  Henry  John  Tower's  minority  are  under  these 
provisions  claimed  by  Miss  Tower,  the  residuary  legatee 
of  the  personalty ;  and  she  insists,  first,  that  she  is  en- 
titled to  them  under  the  will  if  taken  simply  and  by  itself; 
and  secondly,  that  if  that  were  otherwise  or  were  doubtful, 
her  title  to  them  under  the  will  and  second  codicil  taken, 
together,  is  clear.  This  claim  is  resisted  on  the  part  of 
Henry  John  Tower,  alleging  that  these  surplus  rents  are 
governed  by  the  latter  of  the  two  clauses  of  the  will  which 
I  have  read.  It  has  not  been  contended  on  his  part,  or 
on  the  part  of  the  heiress-at-law,  or  her  husband,  that  for 
the  benefit  of  either  of  them  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
several  provisions  relating  to  these  surplus  rents  should  be 
treated  as  void  for  uncertainty.  Had  I  felt  myself  much 
embarrassed  by  this  latter  point,  I  should  have  desired  it 
to  be  argued. 

The  rule  in  favour  of  preferring  the  latter  to  the 
former  of  two  dispositions  in  a  will  dealing  differently 
with  the  same  subject,  is,  as  we  know,  applied  only  after 
the  failure  of  every  endeavour  to  give  such  a  reason- 
able construction  to  the  entire  -dispositions  as  will  render 

(«)  Ante,  pp.  444,  446.  (b)  Ante,  p.  449. 

H  H  2 
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1842.         every  part  of  them  operative.    And  in  the  present  ease, 
Shippbrdsom    ^^^  residuary  legatee  contends^  that  such,  if  any,  title  to 
^'  preference  as  might  he  claimed  for  the  second  of  the 

clauses  under  consideration  over  the  first,  in  the  absence 
of  the  codicil  of  the  31st  of  October,  1836,  is  defeated  by 
the  recognition  of  the  first  which  that  codicil  contains — ^a 
recognition  alleged  by  her  to  be  destructive  of  the  second, 
so  far  as  varying  firom  the  first. 

I  have  found  it  exceedingly  difficult  to  arrive  at  a  con- 
clusion as  to  the  mode  in  which  the  application  of  the 
rents  in  question  ought  to  be  directed ;  nor  is  my  opinion 
confident  in  the  correctness  of  that  which  after  much 
consideration  appears  to  zne  the  best.  But  upon  the 
whole,  construing  the  second  clause  as  directory  and  not 
as  merely  permissive— construing  the  words  "  sale  by  this 
my  will  authorized  to  be  made  of  my  real  estates,^'  as 
referring  to  the  general  power  of  sale  and  exchange,  and 
not  to  that  power  of  sale  which  is  confined  to  the  property 
at  Crook  and  Hownes — seeing  that  the  second  clause, 
which  exhibits  care  in  its  preparation,  does  not  interfere 
with  the  first  clause  as  to  rents  between  the  ages  of  21  and 
25 — seeing  that  the  codicil  o(  81st  October,  1836,  in  this 
respect  deals  only  with  rents  between  the  ages  of  21  and 
25,  to  which  the  second  clause  does  not  relate— consider- 
ing the  second  clause,  according  to  a  correct  construction 
of  it,  to  be  more  probaUy  consistent  with  the  testator's 
general  views  and  g^ieral  intention  than  the  first — ^and 
considering  also,  that  effect  may  be  given  to  the  second 
rather  than  to  the  first,  consistently  with  the  established 
rules  of  interpretation  applicable  to  testamentary  instru- 
ments, I  decide,  that  the  surplus  rents,  during  the  minority 
of  Henry  John  Tower,  do  not  belong  to  Georgiana  Isabella 
Tower,  nor  are  undisposed  of,  but  are  governed  effectually 
and  wholly  by  the  second  clause. 
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1842. 
April  23rd, 

Abmttage  V.  Abmytagb.  ,,^^'*- 

JdY  an  indenture  of  settlement,  dated  the  16tli  Novem-  By  a  marriage 

•ettlement  of 

ber,  1791^  and  made  in  contemplation  of  a  marriage^  which  i79i,  ceruin 
was  shortly  afterwards  solemnized,  between  Sir  George  Ar-  were^harged 
mytage  and  Mary  Bowles,  reeiting  that  Sir  George  Army-  ^|J  '  •""  ®^ 
tage  was  under  his  father's  will  tenant  for  life,  with  re-  portiou  for  the 
mainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tail  male,  of  the  manJ^jn  ^ 
manor  and  estates  of  Briestwell  and  Brighouse,  with  pow-  a2dby  the  Mime 
ers  of  jointuring  and  raising  portions  and  maintenance  instrument 
for  his  daughters  and  younger  sons,  it  was  witnessed  that  gUen  to  substi- 
Sir  George  Armytage,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  for  rais-  etitate8'oth«* 
ing  portions,  and  having  already  an  eldest  son  by  a  for-  ^^'^Vfimd 
mer  marriage,  granted,  limited,  and  appointed  the  said  for  raising  thoae 

portions.  By 
a  deed  of  1811, 
the  settlor  cove- 
nanted that  as  soon  as  estates  at  H.  were  disincumbered,  he  would  charge  them,  in  substi- 
tution for  the  other  estates^  with  the  paysient  of  j^l  0^000  lor  portions,  under  the  same  limita- 
tions as  had  been  expressed  in  the  settlement,  and  would  also  further  charge  the  same  estates 
at  H.  wkh  the  sum  of  i^30,000  for  the  f^owtffer  children  of  the  marriage,  to  be  paid  to  them  in 
such  shares  and  proportions  as  he  the  settlor  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint  By  a  deed  of 
1816  (which  was  a  general  conveyance  of  all  the  settlor's  estates  in  trust  for  payment  of  his 
debts),  reciting  amongst  other  things  that  the  settlor  had  not  then  performed  the  covenant  con- 
tained in  the  deed  of  1811,  it  was  declared  that  the  trustee  of  that  deed  should  hold  the 
estates  at  H.,  or  otherwise  convey  the  same  to  the  trustees,  of  the  settlement  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  portions  according  to  the  deed  of  1811.  And  by  a  deed  of  1816,  reciting  the 
former  deeds,  the  trustees  of  the  deed  of  trust,  by  the  direction  of  the  settlor,  conveyed  the 
estates  at  H.  to  the  trustee  of  the  settlement,  upon  trust,  after  the  death  of  the  settlor,  to  raise 
jf  10,000  in  lieu  and*  satisfaction  of  the  ;f  10,000  under  the  settlement,  in  trust  for  all  and  every 
the  ehildren  of  the  marriage,  under  the  same  limitations-  as  were  contained  in  the  settlement, 
and  upon  trust  to  raise  the  further  sum  of  ;f  30,000  for  all  and  every  the  children  of  Uie  maT- 
nmf^tseept  Me  eidut  won  /.,  in  the  same  manner  In  all  respects,  esehtdimg  ike  taid  J,,  as 
by  the  indenture  of  settlement  was  declared  concerning  the  sum  of  :f  10,000  thereby  directed 
to  be  raised : — Held,  that  the  deed  of  1817  was  a  complete  execution  of  the  power  of  appoint- 
ing the  j|f30,000  contained  in  the  deed  of  1811 ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  younger  children 
of  the  marriage  who  were  living  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  1817  were  entitled 
te  the  il?30,000  in  eqMal  shares. 

A  father  executed  a  power  of  appointment,  under  which  his  four  younger  children,  B.,  C. 
D.,  and  E.,  became  entitled,  subject  to  his  life  interest,  to  ;f80,000  in  equal  shares.  The  &• 
ther  afterwards,  by  several  instruments  of  appointment,  affected  to  appoint  the  whole  fond  to 
B.,  C,  and  D.,  in  the  following  shares ;  viz.  to  B.  13,000/.,  to  C.  5000/.,  and  to  D.  12,000/.  £., 
who  was  a  son,  died  in  his  father's  lifetime  intestate  and  without  issuer  whereupon  his  share 
devolved  to  the  father.  After  E.'s  decease  the  father,  with  a  view  to  support  the  subsequent 
appointments,  executed  a  deed-poll,  dedaring  that  the  original  appointment  under  which  the 
children  took  equally  was  made  by  mistake : — Held,  that  though  the  subsequent  appointments 
were  invalid,  so  far  as  related  to  the  shares  of  B.,  C,  and  D.,  yet  as  regarded  the  share  of  £., 
the  father  was  bound  by  the  statement  In  the  deed-poll ;  and  that  E.'s  share,  amounting  to 
£7,600  must  be  apportioned  between  B.  and  D.,  in  satisfaction  jvro  ianio  of  the  losses  which, 
through  the  invalidity  of  the  subsequent  appointmento,  bad  been  sustained  by  their  respective 
shares. 
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manors  and  estates^  subject  to  his  own  life  interest  therein, 
nnto  Sir  Abraham  Elton  and  Bichard  Pakner,  their  execu- 
tors, administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the  term  of  1000 
years,  upon  the  following  trusts:  that  is  to  say,  in  case 
there  should  be  one  or  more  children  of  the  marriage, 
upon  trust  that  the  said  trustees,  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should,  within 
three  calendar  months  afker  the  decease  of  the  said  Sir 
George  Armytage,  or  in  his  lifetime,  if  he  should  so  think 
fit  and  so  direct  by  any  writing  under  his  hand  and  seal, 
by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  manors  and  premises  com- 
prised in  the  said  term,  or  a  competent  part  thereof,  or 
out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  levy  and  raise  the  sum 
of  £10,000  for  the  portions  of  such  children,  to  be  equally 
divided  amongst  them,  and  if  but  one  such  child,  for  the 
portion  of  such  only  child;  the  portions  to  be  payable  to 
the  sons  at  21,  and  to  the  daughters  at  21,  or  marriage, 
with  a  provision  for  survivorship,  in  the  event  of  any  dying 
under  21.  By  the  same  indenture,  after  reciting  that  Sir 
G^rge  Armytage  was  seised  in  fee  of  the  rectory,  glebe, 
tithes,  and  other  estates  at  Mirfield  and  Liversedge,  in  the 
county  of  York,  and  also  entitled  to  a  reversionary  sum  of 
£5000,  it  was  witnessed,  that  Sir  George  Armytage  de- 
mised the  last-mentioned  real  estates  to  the  same  trustees 
for  a  term  of  2000  years,  and  assigned  to  them  the  i65000, 
upon  trust,  in  case  the  said  marriage  should  take  effect, 
and  the  sum  of  £10,000  therein  appointed  to  be  raised 
could  not  from  any  causes  be  raised  from  the  premises 
thereby  charged  with  the  payment  thereof,  then  that  the 
said  trustees  should,  by  sale  or  mortgage  of  the  premises 
comprised  in  the  term  of  2000  years,  or  by  the  application 
of  the  £5000,  levy  and  raise  such  sum  and  sums  of  money 
as  should  fit>m  time  to  time  be  adequate  to  any  deficiency 
in  the  said  portions,  and  therewith  make  good  such  defi- 
ciency. And  it  was  by  the  said  indenture  further  pro- 
vided, that  in  case  Sir  Greorge  Armytage  should  well  and 
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effectually  charge  any  other  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  or        1842. 
hereditaments  with  the  sum  of  d£10,000,  to  be  secured  by    j^'][""'* — ' 
the  grant  and  demise  of  a  term  of  years  in  trust  for  rais-  v- 

ing  the  same,  for  the  portion  and  portions  of  all  and  every  ^^aoi. 

the  children  of  the  said  then  intended  marriage,  in  like 
manner  and  with  the  same  provisions  for  survivorship  and 
maintenance  as  expressed  and  declared  concerning  the 
said  sum  of  £10,000  thereinbefore  directed  to  be  raised  by 
means  of  the  said  term  of  1000  years,  then  and  in  that 
case,  the  before-mentioned  grant  and  limitation  of  the 
said  manor  and  premises,  and  the  said  terms  of  1000  years 
and  2000  years,  and  all  the  trusts  of  the  said  terms  respec- 
tively, should  cease  and  be  null  and  void;  and  the  said 
sum  of  iE5000  should  be  taken  and  received  by,  or  re-as- 
signed to,  the  said  Sir  (George  Armytage. 

At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  this  indenture.  Sir  Greorge 
Armytage  had  an  only  child  by  his  first  marriage ;  a  son, 
who  afterwards  died  in  the  lifetime  of  his  father,  an  infant, 
and  without  issue.  By  his  marriage  with  Mary  Bowles,  Sir 
Geoi^e  Armytage  had  six  children,  namely^  John,  Mary, 
Henry,  Edward,  Henrietta  and  IVancis,  all  of  whom,  ex- 
cept Francis,  lived  to  attain  the  age  of  21  years. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  23rd  October,  1811,  and 
made  between  Sir  George  Armytage  of  the  one  part, 
and  Sir  Abraham  Elton  of  the  other  part,  reciting  the 
last-stated  indenture,  the  solemnization  of  the  marriage, 
the  death  of  Bdchard  Palmer,  and  that  Sir  George  Ar- 
mytage had,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  of  sale  contained 
in  the  indenture  of  settlement,  and  with  the  concur- 
rence of  Sir  A.  Elton,  sold  part  of  the  hereditaments 
at  Mirfield  and  liversedge,  comprised  in  the  term  of 
2000  years ;  and  reciting  that  Sir  George  Armytage  was 
seised  in  his  demesne  as  of  fee  of  the  manor  or  lord- 
ship of  Clifton  and  Hartisbead,  in  the  said  county  of  York, 
and  divers  messuages,  farms,  lands,  and  hereditaments 
then  together  ef  the  yearly  value  of  £6828  and  upwards. 
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1842.  ^  18th  November  in  that  year,  to  which  indentures  Sir 
Greorge  Armytage  and  his  eldest  son  John  Armytage  were 
parties^  a  recovery  was  suffered  of  the  manors  and  estates 
of  Srighouse  andBriestwell  to  the  use  of  Sir  Gteorge  Army- 
tage in  fee. 

By  an  indenture  of  release,  dated  the  9th  of  March, 
1816,  and  made  between  Sir  George  Armytage  of  the  first 
part,  John  Armytage  of  the  second  part,  and  Francis 
Maude,  John  Lee,  and  Thomas  Bishworth  of  the  third 
part,  reciting  the  before-mentioned  indentures,  and  the  re- 
covery, and  also  reciting  that  the  estates  at  Hartishead  and 
Clifton  stood  charged  with  certain  annuities  and  a  mort- 
gage, and  that  Sir  Greorge  Armytage  was  also  indebted  to 
divers  persons  in  various  sums,  which  were  intended  to  be 
specified  in  a  certain  account ;  and  also  reciting  that  Sir 
George  Armytage  had  not  then  performed  his  covenant 
with  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  contained  in  the  indenture  of  the 
23rd  of  October,  1811,  by  charging  the  hereditaments  in 
CUfton  and  Haitishead  with  the  said  two  several  sums  of 
£10,000  and  £80,000  for  the  portions  of  younger  chil- 
dren; and  that  it  was  the  wish  and  desire  of  Sir  Gteorge 
Armytage  to  perform  his  said  covenant  so  made  with  the 
said  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  and  to  secure  the  payment  of  all 
his  debts  and  obligations  to  the  utmost  of  his  power,  and 
subject  thereto  to  make  such  settlement  of  his  real  estate 
as  therein  expressed  and  contained;  and  also  reciting  that 
Sir  George  Armytage  had  by  indenture  of  assignment, 
bearing  even  date  with  the  present  indenture,  assigned  to 
the  before-named  trustees  all  his  personal  estate  and 
effects,  up<MQ  the  trusts  thereinafter  mentioned;  and  also 
reciting,  that  it  had  been  agreed  between  the  said  Sir 
George  Armytage  and  John  Armytage,  that  the  whole  of 
the  real  estates  of  the  said  Sir  George  Armytage,  and  the 
interest  therein  of  the  said  John  Armytage,  should  be 
conveyed  to  the  said  trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon 
the  trusts  thereinafter  declared;  it  was  witnessed,  that  the 
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said  Sir  George  Armjtage  and  John  Armytagej  according 
to  their  respective  estates  and  interests  therein  granted, 
bargained,  sold,  aliened,  released,  limited,  directed,  ap« 
pointed,  ratified,  and  confirmed  unto  the  said  Frauds 
Maude,  John  Lee,  and  Thomas  Bishworth,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  the  estates  at  Hartishead  and  Clifton,  Mirfield 
and  liversedge,  Bzighouse,  Middletown,  and  Briestwell, 
with  their  respective  appurtenances,  and  all  other  the  real 
estates  whatsoever  of  Sir  George  Armytage,  in  the  county 
of  York,  to  hold  the  same  upon  the  trusts  following ;  (that 
is  to  say),  as,  to,  for  and  concerning  the  mansion-house 
called  Kirklees  Hall,  and  the  park  and  demesne  lands 
occupied  therewith,  and  several  other  specified  lands,  being 
part  of  the  estates  in  Clifton  and  Hartishead,  upon  trust 
that  the  said  Francis  Maude,  John  Lee,  and  Thomas 
Bishworth,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  suck  survivor,  should  stand  and  conti- 
nue seised  thereof,  or  otherwise  should  convey  the  same  to 
the  said  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in 
trust  for  securing,  amongst  other  things,  the  payment  of 
the  said  £10,000,  for  the  portions  of  all  the  sons  and 
daughters  of  the  said  Sir  Greorge  Armytage  by  the  said 
Dame  Mary  his  wife,  pursuant  to  the  covenant  of  the  said 
Sir  George  Armytage,  contained  in  the  before  stated  in- 
denture of  the  28rd  October  1811,  in  manner  and  form> 
and  imder  and  suliiject  to  the  several  powers,  provisoes, 
dedarations  and  agreements,  in  the  same  indenture  con- 
tained or  expressed,  or  thereby  referred  to ;  and  as  to  the 
residue  of  the  estates  at  Clifton  and  Hartishead,  upon 
trust  that  the  said  trustees  should  stand  seised  of  the 
same,  or  otherwise  convey  the  same  to  the  said  Sir  Abraham 
Elton,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust,  among  other  things, 
for  securing  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  £30,000  for  the  ad- 
ditional portions  of  the  younger  sons  and  daughters  of  the 
said  Sir  George  Armytage,  by  the  said  Dame  Mary  Army- 
tage his  wife,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  covenant  of  the 
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1842.  said  Sir  George  ArmTtage^  contained  in  the  indentare  of 
the  28rd  of  Octobor  1811,  in  manner  and  form,  and  under 
and  subject  to  the  several  powers,  provisoes,  declarations, 
and  agreements,  in  the  same  indenture  contained  or  ex- 
pressed, or  thereby  referred  to.  And  it  was  further  declare 
ed  and  agreed,  that  subject,  among  other  things,  to  the 
sums  of  ieiO,000  and  ^£30,000  for  portions  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  trustees  should  stand  seised  of  all  the  heredita- 
ments thereby  granted,  upon  trust,  without  the  consent  of 
Sir  George  Armytage  and  John  Armytage,  or  either  of 
them,  to  sell  or  mortgage  all  or  any  part  of  the  said  here- 
ditaments, and  out  of  the  monies  produced  by  such  sales 
to  provide  certain  annuities  for  Sir  George  Armjrtage  and 
his  sons,  and  to  pay  the  debts  of  Sir  George  Armytage,  as 
mentioned  in  a  schedule  to  the  present  indenture;  and 
after  making  such  payments,  to  convey  the  unsold  estates 
to  the  following  uses ;  (that  is  to  say),  the  unsold  estates  at 
Brighouse,  Mirfield,  liversedge,  and  Middletown,  to  the 
use  of  the  said  Sir  George  Armjtage,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
for  ever.  And  as  to  the  remainder  of  the  said  trust  estates, 
subject  to  the  aforesaid  sums  of  £10,000  and  £30,000  for 
portions,  to  the  use  of  Sir  George  Armytage  and  his 
assigns  for  life,  with  remainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  the 
contingent  remainders,  with  remainder  to  John  Armytage 
for  life,  with  divers  remainders  over,  in  strict  settlement. 

Sy  an  indenture  dated  the  18th  of  January,  1817,  and 
made  between  Francis  Maude,  John  Lee,  and  Thomas 
Bishworth,  of  the  first  part.  Sir  G^rge  Armytage,  and 
Dame  Mary  his  wife,  of  the  second  part,  and  Sir  Abraham 
Elton,  of  the  third  part,  after  reciting  the  before-mentioned 
indentures  and  the  recovery,  and  that  Dame  Mary  Army- 
tage and  Sir  Abraham  Elton  (who  was  her  trustee)  had 
consented  to  release  the  premises  comprised  in  the  inden- 
ture of  settlement  of  the  16th  November,  1791,  from  her 
jointure,  upon  the  estates  at  Hartishead  and  Clifton  being 
substituted  as  therein  mentioned,  the  said  Francis  Maude, 


CASES   IN   CHANCBKT. 

John  Lee^  and  Thomas  Bishworth,  at  the  request  and  by        1842. 
the  direction  of  the  said  Sir  George  Armytage  and  Dame    xkuytIoz 
Mary  his  infe,  testified  as  therein  mentioned^  (as  far  as  he  «• 

and  they  respectively  lawfully  could  and  might)^  granted, 
bargained^  sold,  demised,  limited,  and  appointed,  and  the 
said  Sir  George  Armytage  ratified  and  confirmed  unto  the 
said  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  all  that  the  manor  of  Hartishead  with  Clifton, 
and  the  mansion-house  at  Kirklees,  called  Kirklees  Hall, 
in  Clifton  aforesaid,  and  the  park  and  demesne  lands  be- 
longing thereto,  and  the  seyeral  specified  messuages  and 
tenements  in  Hartishead  and  Clifton,  and  the  tithes  of 
Hartished  with  Clifton,  with  their  appurtenances,  for  the 
term  of  2000  years,  commencing  from  the  day  of  the  death 
of  the  said  Sir  George  Armytage,  upon  trust  that  he,  the 
said  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  should,  within  three  calendar  months  next  after 
the  decease  of  the  said  Sir  George  Armytage,  by  all  and 
every  or  any  of  the  ways  and  means  therein  mentioned, 
levy  and  raise  the  sum  of  £10,000,  as  and  for  the  por- 
tion of  all  and  every  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  said 
Sir  George  Armytage,  by  the  said  Dame  Mary  his  wife,  in 
lieu  of  and  satisfaction  for  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  in  and 
by  the  said  indenture  of  the  16th  of  November,  1791, 
directed  to  be  raised  in  the  manner  therein  mentioned, 
and  to  be  paid  to  and  vested  in  such  sons  and  daughters, 
at  such  times  and  with  such  benefit  of  survivorship  and 
accruer,  in  such  and  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  the 
said  sum  of  £10,000,  or  as  near  thereto  as  might  be ;  and 
should  in  like  manner  levy  and  raise  the  farther  sum  of 
£30,000  for  all  and  every  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the 
said  Sir  Greorge  Armytage,  by  the  said  Dame  Mary  his 
wife,  (except  their  eldest  son,  the  said  John  Armytage),  and 
to  be  paid  to  and  vested  in  such  sons  and  daughters,  (ex- 
cept the  said  John  Armytage),  with  such  benefit  of  survi- 
vorship, (except  as  to  the  said  John  Armytage),  and  in 
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1842.  such  and  the  same  manner  in  all  respects^  (excluding  the 
said  John  Armytage)^  as  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  16/A  of 
November,  1791,  was  expressed  or  declared  of  or  concerning 
the  said  sum  of  £10,000  thereby  directed  to  be  raised  in  the 
manner  therein  mentioned.  The  indenture  then  contained 
a  release  of  the  estates  contained  in  the  settlement  of  1791 
from  Dame  Mary  Armytage's  jointure,  and  an  assignment 
of  the  jointure  terms  to  the  trustees. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  10th  May,  1819,  reciting  the 
indentures  of  October,  1811,  and  March,  1816,  and  that  a 
marriage  was  in  contemplation  between  Henry  Armytage, 
the  second  son  of  Sir  George  Armytage,  and  Charlotte  Le 
Oendre  Starkie,  Sir  Greorge  Armytage,  in  consideration 
of  natural  affection  to  his  son  and  for  making  a  provision 
for  the  intended  marriage,  and  in  execution  of  the  powers 
given  him  by  the  recited  indentures,  appointed  £13,000, 
part  of  the  said  sum  of  £30,000,  to  Henry  Armytage  ab- 
solutely. This  sum,  subject  to  Sir  George  Armytage's 
life  interest  therein,  was  accordingly  made  the  subject  of 
settlement  by  indentures  of  June,  1819,  which  were  exe- 
cuted shortly  before  the  marriage. 

In  October,  1824,  Sir  George  Armytage  made  a  simi- 
lar appointment  of  £5000,  other  part  of  the  £30,000,  in 
favour  of  his  daughter  Henrietta,  on  her  marriage  with 
Charles  John  Brandling ;  and  that  sum  of  £6000  was  in 
like  manner  made  the  subject  of  settlement. 

In  1830  Edward  Armytage  died  intestate  and  unmarried. 

By  a  deed  pdl,  dated  the  31st  of  August,  1831,  imder 
the  hands  and  seals  of  Francis  Maude,  John]|^Lee,  and 
Sir  George  Armytage,  and^urporting  to  be  made,  but 
not  executed,  by  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  and  indorsed  on  the 
indenture  of  the  18th  January,  1817,  after  reciting  that  in 
and  by  the  last-mentioned  indenture  it  was  declared  that 
Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, should  stand  possessed  of  the  term  of  2000  years, 
upon  trust  (amongst  other  things)  to  levy  and  raise  the 
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sum  of  £80^000  for  all  and  every  the  sons  and  daughters        1842. 
of  the  said  Sir  George  Armytage^  by  Dame  Mary  his  wife,     amittaob 
(except  John  Armytage,  their  eldest  son),  and  to  be  paid  v. 

to  and  Tested  in  such  sons  and  daughters,  and  with  such  ^>'^^^^- 
benefit  of  survivorship  and  accruer,  and  in  such  and  the 
same  manner  in  all  respects  (excluding  the  said  John  Ar* 
mytage)  as  by  the  said  indenture  of  the  16th  November, 
1791,  were  expressed  and  declared  concerning  the  sum  of 
d£10,000  thereby  directed  to  be  raised ;  and  reciting  that 
it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  indenture  of  the 
18th  January,  1817,  that  the  said  sum  of  £30,000  should 
be  paid  and  applied  upon  the  trusts  expressed  and  declared 
or  directed  of  or  concerning  the  same,  in  and  by  the  in* 
denture  of  the  23rd  October,  1811,  and  that  it  was  by 
mistake  that  the  indenture  of  the  16th  of  November,  1791, 
was  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  declaration  of  trust 
in  the  within  indenture,  instead  of  the  indenture  of  the 
23rd  October,  1811 ;  and  that  it  was  the  desire  of  the  said 
parties  thereto  for  giving  effect  to  any  appointment  or  ap- 
pointments made  by  the  said  Sir  Qeorge  Armytage,  and 
for  all  other  purposes  that  the  within  indenture  should  be 
as  effectual  as  if  the  trust  thereby  declared  of  the  said 
£30,000  had  been  correctly  declared;  it  was  witnessed, 
that  the  said  Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  should  stand  possessed  of  the  said  sum 
of  £30,000,  so  to  be  raised  as  aforesaid,  upon  the  trusts  in 
the  said  indenture  of  the  23rd  of  October,  1811,  expressed 
and  declared  or  referred  to  concerning  the  same,  in  such  or 
the  like  manner  as  if  it  had  been  so  expressed  or  declared 
by  and  in  the  within  indenture. 

By  a  deed  poll  of  June,  1832,  Sir  George  Armytage  ap- 
pointed £12,000,  being  the  remainder  of  the  £30,000,  to 
his  daughter  Mary,  the  wife  of  William  Ponsonby  Johnson, 
who  was  then  the  only  other  younger  child  of  Sir  George 
Armytage. 

John  Armytage  died  in  May,  1836,  leaving  the  plaintiff. 
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1842.  ^^  infant^  his  eldest  son  and  heir-at-law^  and  the  defen- 
dant^ Mary  Armytage^  his  executrix. 

Sir  Oeorge  Armytage  died  intestate  in  July^  1836^  where- 
upon letters  of  administration  of  his  personal  estate  were 
granted  to  Henry  Armytage,  who  also  became  the  admi- 
nistrator of  his  brother  Edward. 

The  bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  the  direc- 
tions of  the  Court  as  to  the  disposal  of  the  above-mentioned 
sum  of  d£30,000 ;  and  the  principal  question  at  the  hearing 
on  further  directions  was,  wheth^  the  deed  of  January, 
1817,  was  a  complete  execution  of  the  power  reserved  by 
the  deed  of  October,  1811 ;  for,  if  it  was,  then  the  appoint- 
ments made  by  Sir  George  Armytage,  subsequently  to  the 
deed  of  January,  1817,  would,  as  to  at  least  three-fourths 
of  the  fund,  be  void.  As  to  the  remaimng  fourth,  a  fur- 
ther question  was  raised,  the  purport  of  which  will  be  seen 
from  the  arguments  (a). 

Mr.  Swanaton  and  Mr.  James,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Walker  for  the  defendants  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Johnson. — 
Hie  object  of  the  deed  of  1S17  was  merely  to  shift  the  pro- 
perty on  which  the  portions  were  secured ;  not  to  execute 
any  appointment  of  the  property.  The  deed  of  October, 
1811,  contained  a  covenant  by  Sir  Oeorge  Armytage  that, 
after  the  discharge  of  certain  incumbrances  on  the  Hartis- 
head  and  Clifton  estates,  he  would  substitute  those  estates 
for  the  estates  which  were  the  subject  of  his  marriage  set- 
tlement. The  object  of  the  deed  of  1817  was  to  carry  that 
covenant  into  execution,  but  not  to  exercise  or  extinguish 
the  power  which  had  been  reserved  to  him.  Hie  intention 
to  substitute  the  fund,  is  dear  from  the  recitals  of  that 
deed,  particularly  the  recital  relating  to  Lady  Armytage's 
jointure.  There  was  no  occasion  to  execute  the  power; 
no  marriage ;  no  settlement  to  be  made ;  no  family  pur- 

(a)  Seejfott,  p.  476. 
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pose  to  be  answered.   There  is  not  sufficient  legal  evidence        1842. 
of  any  intention  to  execute  it.    It  was  introduced  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family.    Why  extinguish  it  ?    Broohman  t. 
Hales  (a) ;  Reith  v.  Seymour  (A). 

Mr.  Headlam,  for  the  defendant  Henry  Armytage^  took 
the  same  line  of  argument. 

Mr.  ^^ram  and  Mr.  Btmndell  Pabner,  {or  the  defendants^ 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Brandlings  contended  that  the  language  of  the 
deeds  of  1816  and  1817  in  the  operative  parts,  if  not  in 
the  recitals,  shewed  an  intention  to  execute  the  power.  They 
also  noticed  that  the  deed  of  1832,  by  which  the  appoint- 
ment was  made  in  favour  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Johnson,  con- 
tained no  reference  to  the  deed  of  August,  1831 — a  cir- 
cumstance which  they  insisted  led  to  the  inference  that  no 
such  mistake  as  that  which  was  mentioned  in  the  deed  of 
August,  1881,  ever  existed. 

Mr.  Siffg^kinson,  for  the  defendant  Mary  Armytage. 

Mr.  Wialker,  in  reply. 

The  Yice-Chancellok. — Thinking  it,  as  I  do,  highly 
probable,  that  Sir  George  Armytage  never  intended  to 
give  up  the  power  of  distribution  which  be  originaliy  had 
in  respect  of  the  jS30,000  (which  was  an  addition  to  his 
younger  children's  portion,  proceeding  entirely  from  his 
own  bounty),  I  have  looked  through  the  deed  of  1817  with 
some  anxiety  to  find,  if  I  could,  some  demonstration  of 
intention  that  that  power  should  continue,  or  the  means 
of  interpreting  the  instrument  consistently  with  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  power. 

It  appears  that,  in  the  year  1811,  Sir  George  Armytage 
had  covenanted,  voluntarily  as  it  seems,  to  charge  certain 

(a)  2  Ves.  &  B.  45.  (h)  4  Ruas.  263. 

VOL.  I.  II  N.  C.  C. 


474  CASES   IN   CHANCEKT. 

1842.  estates  ''  with  the  raising  and  payment,  under  the  trusts  of 
a  term  of  years  to  be  limited  for  that  purpose,  and  to  take 
effect  on  the  decease  of  Sir  Greorge  Armytage,  of  a  sum 
of  ;£30,000,  for  the  additional  portions  of  the  son  and 
sons,  daughter  and  daughters  of  Sir  George  Armytage,  by 
Dame  Mary  his  wife,  (other  than  and  except  an  eldest  or 
only  son),  to  be  raised  and  paid  unto  and  for  the  benefit  of 
such  younger  children,  in  such  way  and  manner,  and  in 
such  shares  and  proportions,  and  with  such  maintenance 
as  Sir  George  Armytage  should  by  deed  or  will  appoint; 
and  in  default  of  such  appointment,  the  same  to  be  equally 
divided  between  such  younger  children,  and  then  to  be- 
come vested  in  them  at  the  usual  age  or  time,  and  with 
such  benefit  of  survivorship,  and  with  such  maintenance  as 
is  usual  in  like  cases;''  the  deed  containing  no  reference 
to  the  trusts  of  the  sum  of  £10,000,  which  by  his  marriage 
settlement  had  been  provided  for  all  these  younger  chil* 
dren,  and  with  them  a  son  excluded  by  this  settlement,  who 
at  the  time  of  this  settlement  had  become  an  eldest  son, 
which  he  was  not  originally. 

It  appears  that  in  the  year  1816,  Sir  George  Armytage, 
with  the  view  of  providing  for  the  performance  of  this 
covenant,  vested  certain  estates  in  trustees,  upon  trust  to 
raise  the  sum  of  £30,000  for  the  purposes  for  which  it  was 
directed  to  be  raised  by  this  deed. 

The  difiiculty,  however,  arises  upon  the  deed  of  1817* 
In  the  very  following  year,  1817,  a  new  arrangement 
being  to  be  made,  the  £30,000  being  to  be  provided  for 
in  another  way,  the  raising  of  the  sum  of  £80,000  is 
provided  for,  not  in  the  language  which  only  in  the  pre- 
vious year  had  been  used,  but  in  language  strongly  and 
pointedly  departing  from  it,  namely,  according  to  this  tenor; 
after  providing  for  raising  a  sum  of  money  for  another  pur- 
pose, it  proceeds  thus :  *'  And  upon  further  trust,  that  he. 
Sir  Abraham  Elton,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, shall,  within  three  calendar  months  after  the  decease 
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of  Sir  George  Armytage^  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  levy  1842. 
and  raise  the  sum  of  £10,000,  as  and  for  the  portion  of  all 
and  every  the  sons  and  daughters  of  Sir  George  Armytage, 
by  Dame  Mary  his  wife,  in  lieu  and  in  satisfaction  of  the 
sum  of  £10,000,  in  and  by  the  indenture  of  the  16th  day 
of  November,  1791,  directed  to  be  raised  in  the  manner 
therein  mentioned,  and  to  be  paid  to  and  vested  in  such 
sons  and  daughters,  at  such  times  and  with  such  benefit  of 
survivorship  and  aocmer,  and  in  such  and  the  like  manner 
in  all  respects  as  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  or  as  near  thereto 
as  may  be/'  Then  it  goes  on  thus, — ^*  And  shall  also  in  like 
manner  levy  and  raise  the  further  sum  of  £80,000  for  all 
and  every  the  sons  and  daughters  of  the  said  Sir  Gborge 
Armytage,  by  the  said  Dame  Mary  his  wife,  except  their 
eldest  son,  the  said  John  Armytage''  (the  father  of  the 
plaintiff),  ''  and  to  be  vested  in  such  sons  and  daughters, 
except  the  said  John  Armytage,  with  such  benefit  of  sur- 
vivorship, and  in  such  and  the  same  manner  in  all  respects, 
excluding  the  said  John  Armytage" — ^now  you  would  ex- 
pect to  find  the  deed  of  1811  referred  to  with  respect  to 
this  sum  of  £80,000,  as  the  deed  of  1791  had  been  referred 
to  with  respect  to  the  £10,000,  but  no ;  the  language  is 
totally  changed, — ^it  stands  thus — **  as  by  the  indenture  of 
the  16th  of  November,  1791,  was  expressed  and  declared 
of  and  concerning  the  sum  of  £10,000  thereby  directed 
to  be  raised  in  manner  therein  mentioned." 

It  seems  difficult  to  think  that  this  could  have  been  by 
mere  mistake ;  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  mistake.  Cer- 
tainly there  is  no  intention  apparent  from  the  language  of 
the  deed  to  execute  the  power.  The  only  intention  that  I 
can  find  expressed  in  recital  or  narrative,  is  an  intention  to 
charge  the  £30,000.  However,  I  find  in  words  too  plain 
to  be  mistaken,  if  they  are  to  stand,  as  they  must  stand,  as 
part  of  the  deed,  that  the  £80,000  are  to  be  paid  to  the 
persons  who  are  entitled  to  the  £10,000,  and  in  the  same 

ii2 


476  CASES  IN   CHANCSKY. 

1842.  manner  as  the  £10^000.  Now  that  is  a  mode  of  directing 
the  payment  of  the  £30^000  consistent  with  the  covenant 
in  all  respects,  bnt  not  consistent  with  the  continuance  of 
the  power.  Therefore,  although  I  should  have  been  at  least 
as  well  satisfied,  if  I  could  hare  found  in  this  deed  anything 
which  in  my  judgment  could  warrant  me  in  holding  that 
the  power  continued,  and  although  I  cannot  help  sus- 
pecting that  this  matter  was  not  brought  to  the  mind 
of  the  party,  I  am  afraid  that  the  language  is  too  strong 
to  be  overcome;  and  I  must  therefore  (though  not  very 
willingly)  hold  that  the  power  is  in  e£Fect  exerdsed,  and 
in  effect  exhausted  by  this  instrument. 

After  the  foregoing  judgment  had  been  delivered,  Mr. 
Walker  suggested,  that,  as  the  effect  of  it  would  be  to 
distribute  the  £80,000  equally  between  the  four  children 
of  Sir  Gteorge  Armytage,  who  were  living  in  1817,  and 
as  by  the  death  of  Edward  Armytage  in  his  father's  life- 
time his  share  became  the  property  of  his  father,  the 
Court  would,  to  the  extent  of  that  share,  give  effect  to 
the  appointments  to  Henry  Armytage  and  Mrs.  Brand- 
ling; the  deed  of  August,  1831,  operating  by  estoppel  to 
prevent  the  father  from  alleging  that  such  was  not  the 
operation  of  those  appointments. 

Mr.  Headlam  suggested,  that,  upon  the  point  now  made, 
there  was  a  distinction  between  the  equities  of  Colonel 
Armytage  and  Mrs.  Johnson;  the  appointment  to  the 
former  having  been  made  anterior  to,  and  in  contempla- 
tion of,  his  marriage,  while  the  appointment  to  Mrs.  John- 
son was  made  subsequently  to  her  marriage,  and  after  the 
mistftte  had  been  found  out. 

TheVicb-Chancellob  said,  that  the  intention  expressed 
by  the  deed  of  August,  1831,  as  to  the  je30,000,  might  be 
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argaed  to  be  one  and  entire^  and  it  might  be  difficult        1842. 
to  give  effect  to  a  part  only  of  the  intention  so  express- 
ed.   His  Honor^  howeyer,  reserved  his  decision  on  the 
point. 

On  a  subsequent  day^  the  Vice-Chancettor  said^  that  hav-     May  1th, 
ing  reconsidered  the  subject^  he  was  of  opinion  that  the 
appointments  made  by  Sir  George  Armytage  were  good, 
to  the  extent  of  Edward  Armytage's  share. 

Declare  that  the  shares  and  interests  of  the  younger  chOdren  of  the 
late  Sir  George  Armytage,  and  Mary  his  wife,  in  the  pleadings  respec- 
tively mentioned,  of  and  in  the  said  portion  or  sum  of  £30,000  mention- 
ed in  the  pleadings  and  in  the  several  indentures  and  deeds  of  the  23rd 
Octoher,  1811,  the  9th  March,  1816,  the  18th  January,  1817,  the  10th 
May,  1819,  the  30th  Octoher,  1824,  the  31st  August,  1831,  and  the  18th 
June,  1832,  respectively  in  the  said  pleadings  mentioned,  were  appointed 
and  determined  by  the  declaration  or  limitation  in  that  behalf  contained 
in  the  said  indenture  of  the  18th  January,  1817 ;  and  that,  under  the 
circumstances,  the  said  late  Edward  Armytage,  and  the  defendant  Henry 
Armytage,  Henrietta  Brandling,  and  Mary  Johnson,  respectively  became 
entided  to  vested  interests  in  the  said  sum  of  £30,000,  in  equal  fourth 
parts  or  shares.  And  that  the  several  appointments,  in  the  said  pleadings 
mentioned,  by  the  late  Sir  George  Armytage,  of  tiie  several  sums  of 
£13,000,  £5,000,  and  £12,000,  making  in  all  £30,000,  by  the  said 
deeds  of  the  10th  May,  1819,  the  30th  October,  1824,  and  tiie  18th 
June,  1832,  were  of  no  effect,  as  appointments  of,  or  as  disposing  of  the 
said  sum  of  £30,000,  or  any  part  thereof,  save  as  next  hereinafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  it  appearing  by  the  said  Master's  report  that  the  said  late 
Edward  Armytage  died  intestate,  and  without  having  been  married, 
and  that  his  father  the  late  Sir  George  Armytage  survived  him,  and  he 
being  tiierefore  entiUed  to  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Edward  Army- 
tage ;  and  it  also  appearing,  and  having  been  acknowledged  by  the  late 
Sir  George  Armytage  by  the  hereinbefore  mentioned  deed  poll  of  the 
31st  August,  1831,  that  the  indenture  or  deed  of  the  18th  day  of  January, 
1817,  was  executed  by  him  under  such  circumstances  of  mistake  as  in  the 
said  last-mentioned  deed  poll  are  mentioned,  and  it  being  admitted  by  the 
said  defendant  Henry  Armytage,  the  administrator  of  the  said  Edward 
ArmjTtage,  that  the  debts^the  said  Edward  Armytage  have  been  paid, 
declare  that  the  one-fourth  part  or  share,  or  sum  of  £7500,  to  which  the 
gaid  Edward  Armytage  became  entiUed  in  the  said  portion  or  sum  of 
£30,000,  became  under  the  appointments  executed  by  the  said  late  Sir 
George  Armytage  in  favour  of  the  said  defendants  Henry  Armytage  and 
Mary  Johnson,  by  the  deeds  of  the  10th  May,  1819,  and  the  18th  June, 
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1832,  and  was  cBvidble  between  the  laid  Henry  Armjrtage  and  Mary 
JohnsoDy  together  with  their  original  fourth  parts  or  shares  in  the  said 
sum  of  £30,000,  and  that  the  same  ought  to  be  divided  in  the  proportions 
following ;  (that  is  to  say),  the  said  Henry  Armytage  was,  and  the  trus- 
tees of  the  articles  executed  on  his  marriage  are  now  entitled  to  £11,700, 
as  the  share  and  interest  of  the  said  Henry  Armytage  of  and  in  the  said 
sum  of  £30,000,  and  the  said  Mary  Johnson  was  and  is  entitled  to 
£10,800  as  her  share  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  sum  of  £30,000. 


Jpnl2Sth. 

Testator  be- 
queathed the 
sum  of  £4000 
capiul  stock  in 
the£3  per  cent. 
ConaoU,  or  in 
whatever  of  the 
government 
Amds  the  same 
should  be  found 
invested  :— 
Held,  that  this 
was  a  specific 
legacy;  and  that 
the  executor 
having  paid  one 
dividend  on  the 
stock,  which 
became  due 
within  a  year 
after  the  testa- 
tor's death  to 
the  residuary 
legatee,  must 
refund  to  the 
specific  legatee. 

Extra  costs 
occasioned  by 
an  infant  being 
made  a  defen- 
dant, who  ought 
to  have  been 
made  a  plaintiff, 
not  allowed. 


HOSKING  V,  NiCHOLLS. 

Thomas  HOSKING,  by  Us  wUl,  gave  and  devised 
unto  John  Button^  Joseph  Nicholls,  Philip  Marack^  and 
William  E.  Nicholls,  their  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  the  sum  of  £4000  capital  stock  in  the  £3  per  cent. 
Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  or  in  whatever  of  the  govern- 
ment funds  the  same  should  be  found  invested,  upon  trust 
that  they,  the  before-named  persons,  their  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  should  assign  and  transfer  the 
said  capital  stock  of  jS4000  unto  and  amongst  such  of  the 
sons  of  his,  the  testator's,  cousins,  Thomas  Hosking  and 
John  Hosking,  as  should  be  living  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease, in  equal  shares  and  proportions,  share  and  share 
alike.  And  the  testator  appointed  the  said  John  Button, 
Joseph  NichoUs,  Philip  Marack,  and  William  E.  Nicholls, 
executors  in  trust  of  that  his  will. 

At  the  time  of  the  testator's  death  there  was  standing 
in  his  name  in  the  £8  per  cent.  Consols,  a  sum  of  d£4100 
stock  J  but  the  testator  having  made  no  disposition  of  any 
of  the  stock  beyond  £4000,  the  defendant,  William  E. 
Nicholls,  who  was  the  only  acting  executor,  transferred  the 
surplus  d£IOO  stock  to  the  testator's  residuary  legatees. 
He  also  paid  to  the  same  legatees  the  first  half-year's  divi- 
dend which  accrued  due  after  the  testator's  death  on  the 
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£4000  stock,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  bequest  of  that  1842. 
stock  was  general.  He  paid  to  two  of  the  children  of  John 
Hosking,  who  were  of  age,  their  shares  of  the  £4000  stock. 
Of  the  remaining  stock  he  sold  out  £1400  in  March  and 
September,  1840,  with  a  view,  as  he  alleged,  of  investiug 
it  so  as  to  obtain  a  higher  rate  of  interest. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  infant  children  of  Thomas  Hos- 
king  against  WiUiam  E.  NichoUs  and  the  infant  child  of  John 
Hosking,  praying  to  have  the  remaining  shares  of  the  £4000 
stock  secured  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant  legatees,  and 
seeking  to  charge  the  defendant  Nicholls  with  £6  per  cent, 
interest  on  the  balances  from  time  to  time  remaining  in 
his  hands  in  respect  of  the  capital  stock  sold  out. 

The  principal  question  raised  at  the  hearing  was,  whe- 
ther the  bequest  of  the  £4000  stock  was  general  or  q)e- 
dfic.  In  the  latter  case,  the  legatees  of  the  stock  would 
be  entitled  to  the  dividends  firom  the  testator's  death. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Hwrd  for  the  plaintiffs,  in  re* 
ference  to  the  words,  ''  or  in  whatever  of  the  government 
funds,''  &c.,  dteA  Fontaine  v.  Thfler  (a),  and  Ashtan  v.  Ash- 
ton  (A),  and  observed  that  Parrott  v.  fForsfold  {c)  was  over- 
ruled by  Bef  Avne  v.  Jr(enn6dy(rf).  [The  Vtce-ChanceUor. — 
The  argument  may  be  that  this  is  no  more  than  a  demon- 
strative legacy.]  We  submit  that  the  testator  meant  the 
identical  stock  which  he  had  in  his  name. — [The  Vice- 
Chancellor. — If  this  had  been  intended  as  a  general  legacy, 
the  direction  might  probably  have  been  to  the  trustees  to 
purchase ;  here  it  is  to  assign  and  transfer. "] 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Sheffield  for  the  defendant  Nicholls. 
— If  the  testator  had  had  no  government  funds  and  no 
other  stock,  the  legacy  would  have  been  purchasable  out 
of  the  general  personal  estate.    The  testator  merely  be* 

(a)  9  Price,  94  (c)  IJ.  &  W.  594, 

(6)  Ca.  t.  Talb.  152.  \d)  1  Myl.  &  Cr.  1 14. 
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1842.        queathed  the  fund  to  purchase  the  consols.     Parrott  v. 
Worgfold  was  not  cited  in  Beihune  v.  Kennedy. 

Mr.  RoU  for  the  infant  defendant. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — If  the  testator  had  meant 
to  give  a  general  legacy  he  would  probably  have  said  no 
more  than  that  he  gave  jS4000  Consols:  but  he  does 
more  than  that ;  he  bequeaths  ^£4000  stock  in  the  £8  per 
cent.  Consols,  ''  or  in  whatever  of  the  government  funds 
the  same  shall  be  found  invested.''  The  question  is,  whe- 
ther this  legacy  is  merely  demonstrative  or  specific.  It  has 
always  been  held  that  a  legacy  of  stock  out  of  stock  is  spe- 
cific, being  the  gift  of  part  of  a  specific  fond.  Here  the 
testator  intimates  an  intention  that  the  stock  shall  be  taken, 
not  out  of  his  general  personal  estate,  but  out  of  whatever 
government  fund  he  may  possess;  therefore^  only  govern- 
ment fimds  are  to  be  resorted  to.  It  is  not  a  bequest  of 
money  out  of  stock,  but  stock  out  of  stock  (a)»  It  is  a 
specific  bequest,  and  the  executor  must  pay  the  dividends 
from  the  death  of  the  testator.  With  respect  to  the  balances 
in  his  hands,  as  he  does  not  appear  to  have  acted  with  any 
bad  intention,  let  him  be  charged  with  interest  at  £i  per 
cent. 

Upon  an  application  being  made  for  the  costs  of  the  in- 
fant defendant,  the  Vtee^Chaneelhr  said  that  he  would  not 
compel  the  executor  to  pay  two  sets  of  costs.  He  must 
pay  the  plaintiffs  their  costs ;  but  those  of  the  infSemt  defen- 
dant, beyond  what  he  would  have  incurred  if  he  had  been 
made  plaintiff,  must  be  paid  out  of  the  fund,  as  there  was 
no  reason  for  Ids  not  having  been  made  a  plaintiff. 

(a)  As   to  this  distmction,  see  628  ;  Drinkwaier  v.  Falconer,  2 

Kirl^  V.  Potter,  4  Ves.  478.    See  Ves.  sen.  623  ;   SUech  v.  Thor- 

also  as  instances  of  specific  legacies  ringUm,  Id.  660. 
out  of  stock,  Morley  v.  Bird,  3  Ves. 
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Thebrt  V.  Henderson.  .    »  «^,- 

James  cotter^  by  his  wlll^  directed  his  executors  to  Where  pending 

reserve  out  of  Ms  personal  estate  a  sum  of  £1000,  £8  per  Son*tSt?*r"it 

cent.  Consols.,  and  to  pay  the  dividends  thereof  to  his  old  |«  instituted  by 

and  fidthfiil  servant,  Bridget  Cosgrave,  for  her  life,  and  ing  no  Airther 

after  her  decease  to  her  son  John,  who  was  likewise  the  might  be  had 

testator's  servant,  for  his  life;  and  after  the  death  of  the  i^J/„';;Sjj|°^; 

survivor  of  them,  the  testator  directed  that  the  said  sum  of  !««>«•  to  the 

£1000  Consols  should  sink  into  the  residue  of  his  personal  luitougfat  toap- 

estate.    The  testator  also  by  his  will,  and  by  a  codicil,  di-  ^JJcL'^eS*^" 

rected  his  executors  to  reserve  out  of  lus  personal  estate  *^f  icg»tee»* 

suit  Btaved ; 

£4600,  £8  per  cent.  Consols.,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  otherwise  the 
whole  or  such  part  of  the  dividends  thereof  as  they  in  their  uSJer  suit  may 
discretion  should  think  proper,  in  or  towards  the  mainte-  ^^"Jj'in^^hg 
nance  and  education  of  James,  the  natural  son  of  Mary  former. 
Cosgrave,  until  he  should  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  and 
shouldlay  out  and  invest  the  surplus,  if  any,  of  such  dividends 
in  the  government  funds,  as  an  accumulating  fund,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  said  James,  or  such  persons  as  might  become 
entitled  thereto;  and  so  soon  as  the  said  James  Cosgrave 
should  attain  21,  the  stock,  with  all  accumulations,  was  to 
be  transferred  to  him ;  but  in  case  he  should  die  under  21,  it 
was  to  sink  into  the  residue.  Power  was  given  to  the  trus- 
tees to  advance  a  sum  not  exceeding  £200  out  of  James 
Cosgrave^s  legacy,  for  putting  him  out  as  an  apprentice.  All 
the  legacies  were,  by  the  direction  of  the  testator,  to  be 
paid  within  six  months  after  his  decease. 

The  testator  died  in  August,  1889,  and  in  the  foUowing 
month  his  will  was  proved  by  his  executors.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1840,  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  residuary  legatees  against 
the  executors  for  the  general  administration  of  the  testa- 
tor's estate.  That  suit,  "  Thenry  v.  Henderson,''  came  on 
for  hearing  before  the  Vtce-ChanceUor  of  England  on  the 
28rd  July,  1841,  when  a  decree  was  pronounced  directing 
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1842.  the  usual  accounts.  Under  an  order  in  that  suit,  dated  on 
the  8th  of  the  same  month  of  July,  certain  sums  had  been 
paid  into  Court  by  the  executors,  which  when  laid  out  pro* 
duced  the  sum  of  d£7253  Consols. 

Delay  having  been  occasioned  by  these  proceedings  in 
payment  of  the  legacies  to  the  Cosgraves,  a  bill  was  filed 
on  the  26th  July,  1841,  (three  days  after  the  decree  in 
"  Therry  i;.  Henderson'')  by  Bridget  Cosgrave,  John  Cos* 
grave,  and  James  Cosgrave,  who  was  an  infant,  by  Bridget 
Cosgrave,  lus  next  Mend,  against  the  executors  and  resi- 
duary legatees,  praying  an  account  and  payment  of  what 
was  due  for  interest  and  dividends  on  the  legacies  of  £1000 
and  d£4500  Consols ;  that  such  legacies  might  be  duly  se- 
cured; that  out  of  the  dividends  of  James  Cosgrave's  legacy 
a  proper  allowance  might  be  made  for  his  maintenance ; 
that  the  residue  of  such  dividends  might  be  accumulated 
for  lus  benefit;  and  that  a  proper  person  might  be  ap- 
pointed guardian  of  his  person  and  estate* 

The  answer  of  the  residuary  legatees  to  the  last-men- 
tioned bill  contained  a  statement,  which  was  corroborated 
by  the  answers  of  the  executors,  to  the  following  effSect : 
viz.  that  the  defendants  believed  that  in  and  previously  to 
the  month  of  April,  1841,  the  plaintiffs,  the  Cosgraves, 
had  full  and  distinct  notice  of  the  suit  of  '*  Therry  v.  Hen- 
derson,'' and  that  the  object  thereof  was  to  obtain  a  com- 
plete administration  of  the  testator's  estate ;  and,  moreover, 
that  the  plaintiffs  were  at  that  time  informed  by  the  soli- 
citors acting  for  the  testator's  executors  and  residuary  le- 
gatees, that  such  solicitors  would  afford  every  information 
that  might  be  required  by  the  plaintiffs,  or  their  solicitor, 
in  relation  to  the  suit  of  *'  Therry  v.  Henderson,"  or  the 
proceedings  thereunder.  The  defendants  therefore  sub- 
mitted for  these  reasons,  and  inasmuch  as  the  plaintiffs' 
bill  was  filed  subsequently  to  the  decree  being  pronounced 
in  the  cause  of  *'  Therry  v.  Henderson,'^  and  no  further  or 
additional  relief  was  sought  by  the  plaintiffs'  bill  than  might 
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liave  been  obtained  by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  suit  institated        1^2. 
by  them^  that  the  costs  of  that  smt  onght  to  be  paid  per* 
sonally  by  the  phdntifis^  or  should  be  deducted  from  the 
interest  of  the  funds  to  which  the  plaintiffs  vere  exdasively 
entitled. 

The  two  causes  now  came  on  for  hearing;  the  former  on 
further  directions,  and  the  latter  generally. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Pitman,  for  the  residuary  legatees, 
submitted  that  the  latter  suit  was  unneoessaryy  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  suit  should  pay  the  costs  of  it  per- 
sonally. 

Mr.  RomUhfy  for  the  executors,  observed,  that  his  clients 
had  given  due  notice  of  the  administration  suit  to  the  plain- 
tiffs in  the  second  suit,  and  that  the  second  suit  was  un- 
necessary, inasmuch  as  a  guardian  and  maintenance  could 
have  been  obtained  on  petition. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Monioj/ue,  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the 
second  suit. — ^The  plaintiffs,  the  Cosgraves,  are  persons  in 
humble  life,  and  have  been  kept  out  of  the  receipt  of  the 
dividends  for  two  years.  As  to  James  Cosgrave,  the  tes- 
tator directed,  that,  after  a  proper  sum  had  been  applied 
for  Ids  maintenance,  the  rest  of  the  dividends  should  accu- 
mulate. James  Cosgrave  is  entitled  to  have  that  money 
laid  out  for  Ids  benefit.  He  could  not  have  that  relief  nor 
maintenance  in  "  Therry.  i;.  Henderson.''  All  the  Cos- 
graves  are  entitled  to  have  the  funds  secured  in  a  suit  to 
which  they  are  parties.  They  were  no  parties  to  the  first 
suit.  The  notice  given  to  them  was  not  notice  of  a  decree, 
but  only  of  the  existence  of  a  suit. 

The  Vice-Chancsllob.— ^To  some  extent,  more  or  less, 
each  party  has  been  in  the  wrong.  As  soon  as  the  bill  in 
"  Cosgrave  v.  Henderson"  was  filed,  the  executors  or  the 
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1842.  residuary  legatees  ought  to  have  applied  to  stay  the  proceed- 
Thbrrt  ^^S^  ^^  ^^^  ^^'^  ^^^7  ought  not  to  have  let  it  come  to  a 
hearing :  on  the  other  hand,  the  Cosgraves  ought  not  to 
have  proceeded  liter  they  had  notice  of  the  former  suit. 
Let  the  costs  of  the  suit  of  ''  Cosgravet;.  Henderson/'  up 
to  the  time  of  putting  in  the  last  answer  in  that  suit,  be 
paid  as  costs  in  ''  Therry  v.  Henderson.''  But  let  the  costs 
in  ''  Cosgrave  v.  Henderson/'  after  the  last  answer^was 
put  in,  be  paid  out  of  the  capital  of  the  Cosgraves'  legacies, 
in  proportion  to  their  respective  amounts.  Let  an  inquiry 
be  directed  as  to  maintenance. 


Jufyliih. 


Bi 


CuMMiNo  V.  Slater. 


Where  two  suits  JJy  a  deed  of  1804,  certain  estates  were  vested  in  trustees 

involve  the 

same  subject-  upon  trust  to  sell  and  hold  the  proceeds,  as  to  one-third,  for 
sam^parties,  ^  ^^^  benefit  of  Mr.  Spencer  and  his  children,  as  to  one-third 
and  a  decree  is   fop  ^.j^g  benefit  of  Mrs.  Frascr  and  her  children,  and  as  to 

made  m  one  of  ' 

them,  the  Court  the  othcT  oue-third,  for  Mrs.  Bell  and  her  children;  with 

will  in  some  in-.  i.,  i.-*«--n 

sunces  direct     Certain  cross  trusts,  and  with  powers  for  Mrs.  Fraser  and 
£e  o^eTfuU     ^^*  ^^^'  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^^  dying  without  children,  to 
^'?'^h  °r^'     appoint  parts  of  their  shares  to  their  husbands.    These 
which  the  de-     evcuts  happened,  and  the  shares  were  appointed  accord- 
heard  on  fur-     iugly.    This  suit  was  instituted  by  the  personal  represen- 
ther  directions,  tativcs  of  Prascr,  the  husband,  for  an  account  of  the  trust 
funds,  and  those  funds  were  paid  into  Court  in  this  suit. 
After  the  institution  of  this  suit,  a  suit  of  ''  Westwood  v. 
Slater/'  was  instituted;  Westwood  claiming  under  Bell, 
the  husband.    All  the  parties  under  the  trust  were  parties 
to  both  suits.   ''  Westwood  v.  Slater"  was  first  brought  to 
hearing,  and  a  decree  for  accounts  and  inquiries  made. 

On  this  cause  coming  on. 
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Mr.  Swanstm  foid  Mr.  Chandless  pressed  to  have  a  de- 
cree in  this  suit,  suggesting,  that,  in  the  suit  of ''  Westwood 
t;.  Slater/'  enquiries  were  taken  with  a  view  to  relieve  the 
accounting  parties,  and  that  it  was  not,  like  this,  a  hostile 
suit. 

The  Vice-Chancsllor,  after  enquiring  whether  there 
was  any  case  raised  in  the  pleadings  of  this  cause  which 
could  not  be  reached  by  the  enquiries  in  ''  Westwood  t;. 
Slater,''  refused  to  make  any  decree,  the  plaintiff  in  this 
suit  being  by  the  decree  an  acting  party  in  "  Westwood  v. 
Slater:"  and  His  Honor  directed  this  cause  to  stand 
over  and  come  on  with  the  cause  of  "  Westwood  v.  Slater," 
upon  the  hearing  of  that  cause  on  further  directions. 


OonrRBT  V.  Maw.  ..    ,,,, 

^^^  Nov,  II  th. 

ijrODFRE Y  and  Wharton  were  trustees  of  the  marriage  Although  dif- 

settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maw,  which  instrument  con-  f^™'e  Ae°'^ 

tained  a  covenant  for  the  settlement  of  any  after-acquired  •*"«  subject- 

"  ^  matter  and 

property.    By  the  death  of  Mrs.  Maw's  brother,  Cornelius  the  same  par- 
Peacock,  she  succeeded  as  his  administratrix  and  next  of  kin  ^{  „ot  decline 
to  certain  personal  property,  and  as  his  heir-at-law  to  certain  ^^^J^^^reein 
real  property,  both  which  classes  of  property  (subject  to  the  each  suit,  unless 

.  ./    :^      \.       ^  ,,  .,  .       ,  ^  the  frame  ofthe 

debts  of  Cornelius  Peacock)  were  withm  the  covenant  con-  two  suits  and 
tained  in  the  settlement.    A  suit  of  "  Axe  t;.  Maw"  was  Juton  of 'Se^" 
instituted  by  a  creditor  of  Comehus  Peacock,  and  in  that  ?»'*[«"  *®  «»«^ 

''  be  the  same. 

suit  the  usual  decree  was  made  for  an  accoimt  of  the  per* 
sonal  estate  and  of  the  real  estate  of  Cornelius  Peacock. 
After  the  institution  of  "  Axe  v.  Maw,"  this  suit  was  insti- 
tuted by  Godfrey  and  Wharton,  the  trustees  of  the  settle- 
ment, against  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maw,  praying  accounts  of  the 
personal  and  real  estate  of  Cornelius  Peacock,  and  a  set- 
tlement pursuant  to  the  covenants. 
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On  the  cause  coming  on, 

Mr.  Cooper,  for  the  plaintiff,  asked  for  the  acooonts  of 
the  real  and  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  defendant,  contended  that  as 
Gk>dfire7  and  Wharton  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Maw  were  all 
parties  to  the  suit  of ''  Axe  t;.  Maw/'  and  all  the  enquiries 
asked  in  this  suit  were  included  in  the  decree  made  in 
"  Axe  o.  Maw/'  the  same  course  was  to  be  adopted  in  this 
case  as  was  taken  in  Wesiwood  y.  Skder  (a). 

Thb  Vicb-Chancbllor  said,  that  in  the  case  of  WesU 
wood  y.  Slater,  the  frame  of  the  two  suits  and  the  relatiye 
position  of  the  two  parties  in  each  was  the  same.  But  in 
the  present  case  the  firame  of  the  second  suit  and  the  posi- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  was  different  from  the  firame  of  the 
suit  in  ''Axe  t;.  Maw,''  and  the  position  of  the  plaintiff  in 
that  suit,  and  that  a  second  decree  ought  to  be  made. 

The  decree  in  this  suit  was  accordingly  made,  directing  the  nsnal 
accounts  of  the  personal  and  real  estate  of  Cornelius  Peacock,  with  liber^ 
for  the  Master  to  adopt  in  this  suit  the  proceedings  already  had  in  Axe  v. 
Maw ;  and  directing  that,  upon  Axe  consenting,  both  decrees  should  be 
prosecuted  together,  and  one  report  to  be  made  in  both  suits. 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  484. 
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Symons  V.  James.  Mam  3rd: 


JlSt  an  order  made  in  this  cause  on  farther  directions^  it  Facu  stBted  in 
was  ordered^  that  the  manor  or  lordship  of  East  Brent^  gaie  aa  the 
late  the  property  of  the  testator,  George  Symons,  and  also  *^d"^oM*^* 
the  East  Brent  estate,  and  all  other  the  testator's  fireehold,  miutbeproTed. 
copyhold,  and  leasehold  estates,  (except  certain  spedfied 
messuages),  should  be  sold,  with  the  approbation  of  the 
Master. 

The  property  was  accordingly  put  up  to  sale  in  lots; 
and  with  respect  to  lot  24,  the  fifteenth  condition  of  sale 
was  as  follows : — 

''  15.  That  as  lot  24  consists  of  a  variety  of  allotments 
which  were  awarded  in  the  year  1784  to  Bobert  Macreath, 
Esquire,  or  his  tenants,  in  respect  of  the  manor,  or  some 
part  or  parts  of  the  manor  of  East  Brent,' or  of  the  lands 
held  therewith,  of  which  he  was  then  the  owner,  which 
manor,  together  with  such  allotments  and  all  lands  held 
therewith,  was  subsequently  purchased  by  the  said  Gteorge 
Symons ;  the  title  of  the  vendors  to  the  said  manor  shall  be 
conclusive  evidence  of  their  title  to  the  said  lot  24,  and  the 
vendors  shall  not  be  required  to  identify  such  lot  with  any 
part  of  the  lands  held  with  the  manor,  and  conveyed  to  tiie 
said  George  Symons  with  the  manor." 

The  lot  was  sold,  and  an  abstract  of  title  was  delivered 
by  the  vendors  to  the  purchaser,  which  was  headed  thus : 
"  An  abstract  of  the  title  of  the  devisees  of  Gteorge  Symons, 
Esq.,  to  four  closes  of  fireehold  land,  situate  in  Mark  Moor, 
in  the  parish  of  Mark,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  consist* 
ing  of  allotments  No.  587  to  609,  (both  inclusive),  on  the 
Mark  Moor  Indosure  Award  Flan,  and  being  lot  24  in  the 
particulars  of  sale.'' 

The  abstract  set  forth  statements  of  the  following  docu- 
ments:— ^An  award  of  C!ommissionevs  under  the  Mark  Moor 
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1842.  Inclosure  Act,  dated  2nd  September,  1784,  whereby  28 
aUotments  of  land  in  Mark  Moor  were  awarded  to  Robert 
Macreatb,  in  respect  of  the  manor  of  East  Brent ; — ^inden- 
tures of  lease  and  release  of  the  23rd  and  24th  December, 
1791,  by  which  Macreath  conveyed  to  Dawes,  in  fee, 
the  manor  of  East  Brent,  with  its  rights,  members,  and 
appurtenances;  the  particulars  of  the  manor,  with  its 
appurtenances,  including  the  28  allotments,  being  men- 
tioned in  a  schedule  annexed  to  the  release ; — and  then 
indentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  the  28th  and  29th 
September,  1792,  by  which,  after  reciting,  that,  by  the 
before  mentioned  indentures  of  December,  1 791,  all  and 
singular  the  manor  of  East  Brent,  and  the  other  lands 
and  hereditaments  therein  mentioned  and  intended  to  be 
thereby  conveyed,  had  been,  amongst  other  lands  imd  he- 
reditaments, conveyed  to  Dawes  and  his  heirs;  it  was 
witnessed,  that  the  said  Dawes  granted,  bargained,  sold, 
released,  &c.,  US  Symons  and  his  heirs,  all  that  the  manor 
of  East  Brent,  with  its  rights,  incumbrances,  and  appur- 
tenances, and  all  and  every  messuages,  cottages,  lands, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments,  situate  in  East  Brent,  &c., 
and  which  were  particularly  mentioned  in  the  schedule 
thereunto  annexed,  and  all  commons,  common  of  pasture, 
&c.  (the  general  words  of  the  deed  being  very  extensive) ; 
and  then  followed  a  sdiedule,  which  varied  in  several  par- 
ticulars from  the  schedule  to  the  deeds  of  1791,  contain- 
ing, in  express  terms,  only  18  of  the  allotments  made  to 
Macreath. 

Upon  this  evidence  the  purchaser  insisted  that  a  good 
title  had  been  shewn  to  18  only  of  the  28  aUotments 
which  constituted  lot  24;  and  the  Master  having  reported 
in  favour  of  the  title  to  the  whole  lot,  subject  to  a  question 
as  to  an  alleged  deficiency  of  quantity  in  one  of  the  closes, 
the  purchaser  took  an  exception  to  his  report,  which  ex- 
ception now  came  on  for  argument  (a). 

(a)  This  case  was  twice  argued,  place  on  the  19th  April),  the  Vice- 
On  the  fiift  aigument  (which  took      Chancellor  having  noticed  the  word* 
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It  was  admitted  that  a  good  title  had  been  made  to  the 
manor. 

Mr.  Keene^  for  the  exception. 

Mr.  MaJins  for  the  report. — ^The  circumstance  that  all 
the  23  allotments  are  not  mentioned  in  the  conveyance  to 
Sjrmons,  is  not  a  ground  of  objection  to  the  title^  when 
the  terms  of  the  15th  condition  of  sale  are  considered. 
Dawes  may  have  changed  the  boundaries  of  the  land,  and 
the  probability  is,  that  in  the  conveyance  to  Symons,  those 
only  of  the  allotments  which  remained  as  they  were  allot- 
ted, are  described. — [The  Vtce-Chaneelhr.  It  is  highly 
probable,  that  all  this  property  was  enjoyed  by  Symons 
and  those  claiming  under  him.  That  would  be  very  much 
in  your  favour,  if  you  could  show  it.]— As  the  case  stands, 
it  is  not  conclusive  against  us,  that  the  remaining  four 
allotments  may  not  have  been  included  in  the  other  allot- 
ments.   If  so,  the  ISth  condition  of  sale  applies.    The 


1842. 


<^  amongst  other  lands  and  heredi- 
tadtents,"  contained  in  the  recital 
in  the  conveyance  to  Symonds, 
inquired  whether  the  schedule  in 
that  conveyance  and  the  schedule 
in  the  previous  conveyance  to 
Dawes  were  identical.  Upon  heing 
answered  in  the  affirmative,  His 
Honor,  relying  on  that  fact,  express- 
ed his  opinion  to  he,  that  taking 
the  title  as  it  stood  and  the  con- 
dition together,  the  burden  was 
thrown  upon  the  purchaser,  to  shew 
that  there  was  no  title  to  the  four 
allotments  in  question ;  that  on  the 
face  of  the  abstract  there  was,  at 
least,  a  reasonable  possibility  of 
title;  and  that  in  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  and 
considering  the  terms  of  the  condi- 
tion of  sale,  the  title  must  be  taken 
to  be  good.  His  Honor  therefore 
overruled  the  exception. 

VOL.  I.  K  K 


On  this  occasion  the  counsel  for 
the  purchaser  contended  that  the 
vendor  had  waived  the  benefit  of 
the  15tfa  condition  of  sale,  by  deli- 
vering an  abstract,  stating  the  par- 
ticular lands ;  and  at  all  events  that 
the  condition  was  to  be  construed 
most  strongly  against  him:  Southby 
V.  Htf//,  2M.&C.207. 

With  respect  to  the  alleged  defi- 
ciency in  the  quantity  of  land 
(which  in  the  particulars  of  sale 
was  stated  to  contain  a  certain  num- 
ber of  acres  <'by  estimation"),  the 
counsel  for  the  vendors  cited  Winch 
V.  Winchetter,  1  Ves.  &  B.  375  ; 
and  HiU  v.  Buckley,  17  Ves.  394. 

In  appearing  afterwards  upon  an 
examination  of  the  schedules  that 
they  were  not  identical,  the  excep- 
tion was  reheard,  as  stated  in  the 
text. 


.    N.  C.^. 
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only  matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties  is^  whether  these 
lands  were  purchased  with  the  manor.  But  by  the  15th 
condition  of  sale  we  are  not  required  to  identify  any  of 
these  lands  with  the  lands  held  with  the  manor^  and  convey- 
ed to  Symons.  The  condition  states,  as  matter  of  hct,  that 
the  lands  are  held  with  the  manor^  but  stipulates,  that  the 
yendors  shall  not  identify  them  with  the  lands  so  held ;  that 
is  to  say,  the  vendors  are  not  to  be  called  upon  to  prove 
their  assertion  of  identity.  The  purchaser,  however,  says, 
18  only  of  your  allotments  are  mentioned  in  the  conveyance, 
therefore  you  do  not  show  the  identity  of  the  lands  as  held 
of  the  manor,  and  conveyed  to  Symons.  But  it  is  against 
that  argument  that  the  vendors  have  guarded  themselves 
by  the  15th  condition  of  sale. 


Thb  Vicb-Chancbllok. — If  a  vendor  means  to  exclude 
a  purchaser  from  that  which  is  matter  of  common  right, 
he  is  boimd  to  express  himself  in  terms  the  most  clear, 
and  unambiguous.  And  if  there  be  any  chance  of  reason- 
able doubt,  or  reasonable  misapprehension  of  his  meaning, 
I  think,  that  the  construction  must  be  that  which  is  rather 
favourable  to  the  purchaser  than  to  the  vendor. 

Now  I  agree  that  there  is  considerable  plausibility  in 
the  argument  which  Mr.  Malins  has  used,  but  it  is  not 
entirely  convincing  to  my  mind,  that  he  has  discharged 
himself  from  that  obligation,  which,  in  my  view  of  the  case, 
is  incumbent  upon  a  vendor,  in  circumstances  of  this  de- 
scription. The  15th  condition  of  sale,  as  a  reason  for  im-- 
posing  certain  terms  upon  a  purchaser,  makes  two  asser- 
tions of  fact.  Whether  the  purchaser  is,  or  is  not,  to  be 
bound  by  the  condition,  must  depend  upon  the  accuracy 
of  those  two  assertions  in  point  of  fact.  The  first  assertion 
is,  ''  that  lot  24  consists  of  a  variety  of  aUotments  which 
were  awarded  in  the  year  1784,  to  Robert  Macreath,  Esq., 
or  his  tenants,  in  respect  of  the  manor,''  and  so  on.  The 
second  assertion  is,  ''that  the  manor,  together  with  such 
allotments  and  all  lands  held  therewith,  was  subsequently 
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purcliaaed  by  Greorge  Symons/'  Now,  it  appears  to  me, 
that  it  is  incambent  upon  the  purchaser  to  give  evidence 
of  those  two  matters  of  fact,  and  that  to  hold,  that  by 
reason  of  the  condition  following  those  assertions,  the 
vendor  is  relieved  from  proving  them,  would  not  be  fair 
or  reasonable  as  between  vendor  and  purchaser. 

It  appears  that  a  gentleman  of  the  name  of  Dawes  pur- 
chased the  manor  and  lands  from  Mr.  Macreath,  and  within 
less  than  a  year  afterwards,  sold  what  now  (a)  appears  to 
have  been  only  part  of  the  property  to  Mr.  Symons.  I 
apprehend,  however,  that  any  ordinary  reader  of  this  ISth 
condition  of  sale  would  read  it  as  importing  that  whatever 
Macreath  had  went  to  Symons.  Perhaps  it  is  not  the 
necessary  and  unavoidable  consequence  of  the  language 
used,  but  it  appears  to  me,  as  I  have  already  said,  that  any 
ordinary  reader  would  consider  this  as  representing  that 
what  Macreath  had  went  to  Symons.  That,  however,  is 
not  so,  for  it  now  appears  that  much  of  what  Macreath  had 
did  not  go  to  Symons. 

I  apprehend,  that,  according  to  every  rule  which  ought 
to  guide  a  Court  in  deciding  a  question  of  this  description 
between  vendor  and  purchaser,  I  must  hold,  that  the  pur- 
chaser is  entitled  to  more  evidence  than  he  has  hitherto 
received.  It  may  be  that  evidence  of  uniform  enjoyment 
of  this  lot  24  by  Mr.  Symons  and  his  family  under  this  title 
will  satisfy  me  of  the  required  fact ;  but  at  present  there  is 
no  such  evidence.  I  shall  not,  upon  the  present  occasion, 
either  allow  or  overrule  the  exception,  nor  shall  I  part 
with  the  deposit,  but  I  shall  refer  it  back  to  the  Master  to 
review  his  report ;  and  in  reviewing  his  report  let  the  Mas- 
ter inquire  whether  the  landscontained  in  lot  24  were  com- 
prehended in  the  conveyance  from  Dawes  to  George  Sy- 
mons. And  let  the  Master  have  regard  to  any  evidence 
which  may  be  laid  before  him  as  to  the  enjoyment  of  lot  24 
since  the  year  1792. 

(a)  See  anUf  p.  488,  note  (a). 
K  K  2 
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April  2Ut. 
Where  one  of 
two  trustees  of 
real  estate  de- 
dioes  to  act, 
the  Court  will 
appoint  a  re- 
ceiver on  behalf 
of  infant  eettui 
que  truitt;  but 
with  liberty  to 
either  of  the 
trustees  to  offer 
himself. 


Tait  v.  Jenkins. 

Mr.  TENNANT,  on  behalf  of  infant  cestti  que  trusts, 
moved  for  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  trust 
estate.  There  were  two  trustees,  one  of  whom  never  acted 
and  declined  to  receive.  The  other  was  desirous  of 
doing  so. 

Mr.  James  Parker ,  for  the  acting  trustee,  opposed  the 
motion. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  ordered  a  receiver,  with  liberty 
to  either  of  the  trustees  to  offer  himself  (a). 

(a)  See  BroweU  v.  Reed,  1  Hare,  434. 


Maff  eth. 

Residuary 
personal  pro- 
perty held  to  be 
▼ested  in  A. 
and  B.  in  equal 
moieties,  and 
descendible  in 
the  same  pro- 
portions to  their 
respective  chil- 
dren, notwith- 
standing words 
giving  die  pro- 
perty to  the 
sunivor  **  in 
the  event  of  the 
death  of  ei- 
ther ;"  the 
word  "death" 
being  held  to 
refer  to  death 
in  the  testator's 
lifetime. 


Clarke  v.  Lubbock. 

Captain  GEORGE  CLANCY,  by  his  win,  after  be- 
queathing  certain  legacies^  and  appointing  four  persons  his 
executors,  bequeathed  as  follows : — "  The  remainder  of  my 
property  I  may  die  possessed  of,  I  leave  to  my  late  father's 
two  natural  children,  to  be  placed  in  the  BritiBh  funds,  and 
the  interest  accruing  therefrom  to  be  equally  divided  and 
paid  to  them  for  their  support;  but  in  the  event  of  the 
death  of  either,  the  whole  of  the  interest  to  be  paid  to  the 
survivor ;  and  on  his  or  her  demise,  should  they  leave  no 
children,  I  direct  my  property  to  be  equally  divided  amongst 
my  friends,  my  executors,  or  their  children.'' 

The  testator's  taiher  left  two  natural  children,  John  and 
Sophia;  who  both  survived  the  testator.  John  Clancy 
married  Harriet  Browne,  and  died  November,  1888,  leav- 
ing issue  an  only  child,  Caroline,  who  at  the  time  of  the 
present  hearing  was  a  minor.  Sophia  Clancy  married  Mr. 
Clarke,  and  had  issue  three  children,  two  of  whom  died 
without  issue,  in  her  life-time,  Sophia  died  in  February, 
1889,  having  survived  her  husband,  and  upon  her  death. 
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her  surviying  child^  Jolin^  took  ont  letters  of  administration        1842. 
of  her  personal  estate,  and  also  of  the  personal  estate  of  her 
deceased  children. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  John  Clarke  against  the  executors, 
and  against  Harriet  and  Caroline  Clancy,  praying  a  decla- 
ration of  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

The  cause  coming  on  for  hearing  on  further  directions — 

Mr.  BuTffe,  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Hetherington),  for  the 
plaintiff,  said  that  the  question  was  whether  the  whole  of 
the  residuary  property  belonged  to  Sophia  Clarke,  as  the 
survivor  of  the  two  natural  children,  absolutely,  so  that  the 
plaintiff,  as  her  personal  representative,  was  entitled  to 
take  the  whole,  or  whether  it  was  to  be  divided  equally 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Caroline  Clancy.  Assuming  that 
the  gift  of  the  interest  carried  the  capital,  the  ground  for 
holding  the  plaintiff  solely  entitled  would  be  this — ^that  the 
survivor  having  taken  the  whole,  the  gift  was  to  be  divested 
only  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  children  of  either, 
which  event  had  not  occurred.  On  the  other  hand,  es 
parte  Rogers  {a)  was  an  authority  for  the  construction  that 
the  two  natural  children  took  in  equal  moieties. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Keene,  for  the  defendants. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^In  the  first  place,  I  think 
that  the  form  of  the  decree  binds  me  as  to  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  testator.  The  Court,  in  framing  the  decree,  must 
have  thought  that  the  next  of  kin  had  no  interest ;  and  if 
I  am  at  liberty  to  form  an  opinion  upon  it,  I  should  say 
that  they  had  no  interest. 

In  the  events  which  have  happened,  that  is  to  say,  both 

the  children  having  survived  the  testator,  and  both  the 

children  having  left  children,  I  am  of  opinion  that  one 

child,  or  the  issue  of  one  child,  can  claim  no  more  than  a 

moiety. 

(a)  2  Mad.  449. 
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1842.  Declare  one  moiety  to  belong  to  the  plaintiff;  die  other  moiety  to  the 

defendants,  Harriet  Clancy  and  Caroline  Claucyy  or  one  of  them.  Let  it 
be  carried  to  an  account  to  be  intitled  &c.  Let  the  dividends  be  paid 
to  Harriet  Clancy  till  farther  order,  she  undertaking  properly  to  educate 
and  maintain  the  defendant  Caroline ;  without  prejudice  to  any  ques- 
tion between  the  defendants  Harriet  and  Caroline.    Liberty  to  apply. 


Jffly  m,  9M,  GaURATT  V.  CoCKERELL. 

Tesutor,  pes-  UAYID  BUBGES^  formerly  a  senior  mercbant  in  the 

wmS^pro^rty  *^^  servicc  of  the  East  India  Company,  made  his  will 

d?rJcteL^hItThc  ^*^**^®  1**^  September,  1809,  in  the  following  terms  :— 

interest  on  his  ''  Having  no  regular  form  of  a  will  by  me,  I  leave  the  foU 

be^dirided  into  lowing  as  my  last  will  and  testament.    The  whole  of  my 

•harei^"one  Property  that  the  bounty  of  Heaven  hath  indulged  me  with, 

share  to  be  is  to  be  put  out  to  interest  in  Government  paper,  either  in 

given  to  his  wife   ^    ,.  .     ^  «     ,  , 

for  ufe,  and  India  Or  m  Europe,  as  my  executors  may  find  most  advan- 
to  Ms^chUdrer  tageous  to  the  estate.  The  interest  on  this  property  is  to 
and  the  longest  \^q  divided  into  four  equal  shares :  one  share  of  this  inter- 

liver  in  equal  ^  ' 

shares;  the  re-  est  to  be  giveu  to  my  wife,  Mrs.  Ann  Surges,  during  her 
shares°fo  brii-  natural  life,  and  then  to  devolve  to  my  children,  and  the 
belv^en  hls^  longest  livcr,  in  equal  shares ;  the  remaining  three  shares 
three  children    to  be  divided  equally  between  my  three  children,  and  the 

and  their  heirs ;  ^        ^  ^  ' 

•*  should  all  my  longest  livcr,  and  their  heirs.  Should  all  my  children  die 
without  heirs,  without  heirs,  my  property  in  that  case  to  be  divided  equally 
Shat^cj^*t7be  "^^^^^^^  *^®  children  of  my  brothers  and  sisters  alive  on 
divided  equally  the  death  of  my  last  child.     I  leave  to  Lady  M.  S.  Surges,' 

between  the  "^  J  o    9 

children  of  my  my  brother  Ynyr  Surges,  Mrs.  Surges's  brother — Colonel 
sisters^iTe  on  Daniel  Francis  Slommart,  and  to  Major  George  Fleming, 
lastthiid  "^"Su  *^®  husband  of  my  sister  Margaret,  and  to  each  of  my  sis- 
the  date  of  the    ters  alive  at  the  time  of  my  death,  also  to  Mrs.  Henry 

will  no  brother     t»  i»-.^y>    .      i*  <■    i.  .  •  -r  1 

or  sister  of  the  Surgcs,  dclOO  stcrhng  each  for  mourning  rings.  I  leave 
dltdulwig  ii.  ^7  brother  Ynyr  Surges,  Messrs.  Pahner  &  Co.'s  house 

sue  i^Qtuere, 

whether  the 

limitation  over  in  the  event  of  all  the  testator's  children  dying  without  heirs  is  void. 
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in  Calcutta,  the  house  of  Messrs.  Paxton  k  Co.,  of  Lou-        1842. 
don^  and  Mrs.  Burges's  brother — ^Colonel  Daniel  Frauds 
Blommart,  to  be  executors  of  this  my  last  will  and  testa- 
ment.'^ 

The  will  was  not  attested  so  as  to  pass  real  property,  nor 
had  the  testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  wUl,  or  at  his 
death,  any  real  property ;  but  he  died  possessed  of  a  con* 
siderable  personal  estate. 

At  the  date  of  the  will  no  brother  or  sister  of  the  testa- 
tor had  died  leaving  issue.  The  testator  left  surviving  him 
his  wife,  Ann  Burges,  and  two  children  only,  namely  Char- 
lotte and  David,  the  third  child  Amelia  having  died  in  his 
lifetime,  unmarried.    Ann  Burges  died  in  1836. 

David  Burges,  the  son,  having  survived  his  sister  Char^ 
lotte,  who  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  filed  his  bill  in 
this  Court  in  June,  1836,  against  the  executors  of  the  tea* 
tator  and  against  the  children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and 
sisters,  praying,  that  he  might  be  declared  entitled  to  the 
whole  of  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate.  That  cause 
came  on  for  hearing  before  the  MaHer  ttfthe  Roik  in  June^ 
1887,  when  a  decree  was  pronounced  for  the  plaintiff  in 
the  suit. 

David  Burges,  the  son,  died  in  1838,  intestate  and  with* 
out  issue. 

In  1840,  the  present  bill  was  filed  by  John  Gkurratt  and 
Eliuibeth,  his  wife,  who  was  a  daughter  of  one  of  the  tes- 
tator's sisters  and  a  defendant  in  the  former  suit,  praying 
a  declaration,  that  the  children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and 
sisters  living  at  the  death  of  David  Burges,  the  son,  were, 
in  the  events  which  had  happened,  beneficially  entitled  to 
the  testator's  residuary  estate ;  that  the  personal  representa- 
tives of  the  testator  and  of  David  Burges,  the  son,  might 
be  decreed  personally  to  pay  such  residue  to  the  parties 
thereto ;  and  that,  if  necessary,  the  decree  made  by  the 
Master  of  the  Bolls  ought  be  reversed. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  against  the  executors  of  the 
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1842.  testator,  the  administrator  of  David  Surges,  the  son,  and 
the  children  of  the  brothers  and  sisters  of  the  testator, 
other  than  the  plaintifif  Elizabeth,  who  were  living  at  the 
death  of  David  Burges,  the  son.  In  justification  of  the 
present  proceedings  the  plaintiffs  alleged,  that  although 
David  Burges  and  the  other  principal  parties  to  the  for- 
mer suit  well  knew  that  the  plaintiffs  were  then  married 
and  resident  at  Dublin,  yet  the  plaintiff,  John  G^ratt,  was 
not  made  a  party  to  that  suit ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  Eliza- 
beth, though  made  a  party,  was  described  as  being  out  of 
the  jurisdiction,  and  was  not  served  with  process  to  appear 
and  answer,  and  never  in  fact  did  appear  to  the  bill,  or 
at  the  hearing ;  that  many  of  the  other  parties  thereto  were 
not  served  with  process  to  appear,  and  did  not  appear,  and 
that  the  cause  was  ultimately  heard  as  a  short  or  consent- 
cause,  the  material  question  therein  being  passed  over 
without  ai^ument. 

These  allegations,  so  far  as  they  raised  any  inference  of 
fraud  against  the  principal  parties  concerned,  were  denied 
by  the  answer  of  the  executors.  They,  however,  admitted 
their  inability  to  state  under  what  particular  circumstances 
the  cause  was  heard,  though  they  believed  that  the  argu- 
ment as  to  the  construction  of  the  will  was  postponed 
until  certain  inquiries  as  to  the  state  of  the  families  men- 
tioned in  the  will  had  been  answered  (a). 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  present  suit  came  on  for 
hearing. 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Cooke^  for  the  plaintiffs. — The 
word  ''  heirs"  cannot  be  intended  to  mean  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  even  next  of  kin  generally.  It  means 
issue  of  the  body,  whether  children  or  grandchildren. 
The  failure  of  the  issue  is  referred  to  a  particular  time. 


(a)  It  was  stated,  howeyer,  at    did  decide  upon  the  construction  of 
the  bar,  that  the  Master  of  the  Rolls    the  will,  after  argument. 
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The  testator  directs  the  interest  of  his  property  to  be  1842. 
divided  in  shares.  No  doubt  there  are  many  cases  in 
which  the  gift  of  the  interest  is  the  gift  of  the  capital;  but 
it  depends  on  the  context.  Here  the  gift  to  the  wife  and 
children  is  of  the  interest  only.  The  one  share  of  the 
interest  is  given  to  the  wife  for  life^  and  then  to  devolve  to 
the  children  and  the  longest  liver.  Then  the  remaining 
three  shares,  not  of  the  property,  but  of  the  interest,  is  to 
be  divided  between  his  three  children  and  the  longest  liver, 
and  their  heirs.  Can  it  be  said,  that,  where  there  is  a  gift 
of  a  mere  usufruct  to  heirs,  the  word  ''  heirs "  can  be 
held  to  mean  issue  generally,  so  as  to  carry  the  limitation 
to  the  utmost  remoteness  of  time?  The  word  must  of 
course  receive  the  same  construction  in  both  paragraphs  of 
the  will  j  and  the  Court  will  be  disposed  to  restrict  its 
meaning:  Campbell  v.  Harding  {a).  It  cannot  be  held  to 
mean  heirs  general  or  next  of  kin,  because,  so  long  as  the 
ultimate  objects  of  the  gift  were  living,  the  testator's  chil- 
dren could  not  die  without  heirs  general  or  next  of  kin. 
Upon  considerations  similar  to  this,  the  Court  has  acted  in 
analogous  cases :  as,  where  dying  without  heirs  generally 
has  been  construed  to  mean  dying  without  heirs  of  the 
body,  on  the  ground  of  the  remainder-man  being  in  the 
line  of  general  heirship;  or  where,  in  some  cases,  dying 
without  issue  has  been  held  to  mean  dying  without  leaving 
issue  living  at  the  death.  HoUoway  v.  HoUQway{b)\  Ni- 
chols V.  Hooper  (c) ;  Doe  d.  Lyde  v.  Lyde  (rf) ;  Hughes  v. 
Sayer  {e);  Target  v.  Gamt(f);  Forth  v.  Chapman  (g)^ 
Crawford  v.  Trotter  (h). — [JTie  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to 
the  observations  of  Sir  JVUliam  Grant,  in  Massey  v.  Hud- 
son {<).] 

(a)  2  Rii98.  &  M.  390;  see  p.  {e)  1  P.  W.  534. 

403.  (/)  1  P.  W.  432. 

(6)  5  Ves.  399.  (g)  1  P.  W.  666. 

(c)  1  P.  W.  198.  (A)  4  Madd.  361. 

(d)  1  T.  R.  593.  (t)  2  Mer.  133. 
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1842.  Mr.  Sidebottom  and  Mr.  CoUmM,  Mr.  IbmeU  and  Mr. 

Wray,  for  defendants  in  the  same  interest  with  the  plain- 
tiffs, cited  Bodena  t.  Watson  (a),  Pinburyy.  EUan{b),  and 
KeUeyv.  Fowler  {c). 

Mr.  ffUcock,  for  other  defendants  in  the  same  interest, 
contended,  that  the  word  ''heirs/'  as  first  nsed  by  the 
testator,  could  not  comprehend  heirs  of  the  snrviTor  of  the 
children;  the  expression  being  ''their  heirs."  It  was 
clear,  therefore,  that  the  testator  attached  some  particular 
meaning  to  the  word ;  and  it  should  seem  that  he  meant 
issne  living  at  the  death  of  the  children,  dying  snccea- 
sively •  The  word  "  heirs,"  in  the  second  clause,  must  have 
the  same  meaning. 

Mr.  Wigram,  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Cockerel!)^  for  the 
trustees. — It  must  be  conceded,  that  the  word  "heirs" 
means  heirs  in  some  restricted  sense.  It  seems  clear, 
firom  the  context,  however,  that  it  does  not  mean  children. 
"  Should  all  my  children  die  without  heirs J^  Then,  sup- 
posing it  means  issue,  it  must  be  indefinite  issue,  nnless 
there  be  words  to  control  that  meaning;  and  there  are 
no  such  words.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  enter  into 
that  question ;  for  even  if  the  word  have  a  definite  mean- 
ing, the  limitation  over  is  equally  void  as  being  too  remote. 
At  the  death  of  the  surviving  child,  the  division  is  to  be 
made,  not  necessarily  amongst  individuals  then  living,  but 
'amongst  those  who  may  be  living  within  the  compass  of 
certain  joint  lives ;  that  is  to  say,  the  joint  lives  of  the 
children  of  brothers  and  sisters  who  may  be  alive  at  the 
death  of  the  testator's  surviving  child.  Barlow  v.  Salter  (d) ; 
Roe  d.  Sheers  v.  Jefferj  (e);  Trqffbrd  v.  Boehm  (/) ;  Mas- 


(a)  Ambl. 478;  see  1  Hare, 428.        {d)  17  Ves.  479. 
(6)  1  P.  W.  668.  (e)  7  T.  R.  589. 

(c)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  299,  ed.  Tom.  (f)  3  Atk.  449. 
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sey  y.  Hudson  {a)]  Donny.  Penny  {b);  KeUey  v.  Fowler:        1842. 
Bigger.  Bensleyif).  ;][;;;;];;; 


V. 
COCKSBBLL. 


Mr.  Swanaton  and  Mr.  Bmgpell^  for  the  executor  of  David 
Bulges. 

Mr.  Anderdan,  in  reply. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  the  Vice-chancellor  re- 
ferred to  Wilkinson  ▼.  South  (d),  and  Carter  y.  Bentatt{e). 
The  following  cases  were  also  cited  and  commented  upon : 
Trotter  v.  Oswald  (/);  Doe  d.  Smith  v.  JTcWcr  (^) ; 
Gawler  r.  Caefiy  (A). 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^The  only  point  which  has  Afay24tk 
been  argued  in  this  case  is  the  question  of  construction ; 
whether,  namely,  the  will  of  Mr.  Surges,  the  testator  in 
the  cause,  contains  a  valid  limitation  in  favour  of  one  of 
the  plaintiffs,  the  wife  of  the  other  plaintiff,  which  has 
taken  effect.  It  was  thought  convenient,  that  this  should 
be  ai^ed  singly  in  the  first  instance,  reserving  the  other 
points  in  the  cause;  inasmuch  as,  in  the  event  of  the 
plaintiffs  failing  on  the  question  of  construction,  the  suit 
must  of  necessity  whoUy  fail. 

The  will,  which  relates  only  to  personalty,  was  thus — 
[His  Honour  here  read  the  will].  It  is  admitted,  that 
none  of  the  testator's  three  children  married  in  his  life^ 
time;  that  two  cf  them  survived  the  testator;  that  all  are 
now  dead;  that  neither  of  the  children  ever  had  any  issue; 
that  not  any  brother  or  sister  of  the  testator  had  before 
the  date  of  his  will  died  leaving  issue ;  that,  at  the  death 
of  the  survivor  of  the  testator's  children,  there  were  chil- 

(a)  2  Mer.  130.  («)  2  Beav.  551. 

(b)  1  Mer.  20.  (/)  1  Cox,  317. 

(c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  187.  (^)  1  B.&  Aid.  713. 
(rf)  7  T.  R.  555.  (A)  Joe.  346. 
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1842.  dren  living  of  some  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff^  Mrs.  Oarratt^  is  one  of  those  chil- 
dren. 

It  is  in  the  right  of  Mrs.  Garratt^  in  this  character  only^ 
that  the  phiintiffs  sue ;  and  they  are  to  be  considered  as 
contending^  that^  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
will,  the  word  "heirs/'  as  used  in  it,  means  either  "chil- 
dren **  or  *'  issue  f  that  the  limitation  in  favour  of  the 
children  of  the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters  was  intended 
to  take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  the  testator's  children 
respectively  either  never  having  a  child,  or  not  leaving  any 
child  or  any  issue  living  at  their  respective  deaths,  or 
living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor ;  that  the  limitation 
was,  therefore,  valid;  and  that,  if  valid,  it  has,  upon  the 
admitted  facts,  taken  effect. 

Now,  as  to  the  word  "heirs,"  I  hold,  with  the  plaintiffs, 
that  it  means  either  " children '^  or  "issue,''  as  used  in 
this  wiU. 

The  next  question  is,  did  the  testator  mean  the  limit- 
ation in  favour  of  the  children  of  his  brothers  and  sisters  to 
take  effect  only  in  the  event  of  issue  not  being  bom  to  either 
of  his  own  children  ?  My  impression  is,  that  his  language 
does  not  authorize  such  an  interpretation.  To  hold,  in 
the  next  place,  that,  by  dying  "  without  heirs,"  he  meant 
dying  without  leaving  a  child,  would,  I  think,  be  wrong, 
if  for  these  reasons  only,  that  the  testator  repeatedly  uses  the 
word  "  children ; "  and  that,  when  the  will  was  made,  it  was 
neither  impossible  nor  highly  improbable  that,  though  all 
his  children  might  die  without  leaving  any  child,  some 
one  of  them  at  least  might  leave  a  grandchild,  whom  the 
testator  cannot  be  supposed  to  have  wished  to  deprive  of 
his  property  in  favour  of  collateral  relatives.  I  read  the 
word  "heirs"  as  "issue,"  and  not  as  "children." 

Did,  then,  the  testator,  by  dying  "  without  heirs,"  mean 
djring  without  issue  living  at  the  respective  deaths  of  his 
children,  or  living  at  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them  ? 
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Far,  if  lie  did  not,  the  consequence  must,  I  think,  be,  to        1842. 
say  that  he  meant  a  failure  of  issue  not  confined  as  to  time 
within  legal  limits;   and,  therefore,  that  the  limitation 
under  which  the  plaintiffs  claim  is  void. 

This  case  is  not  affected  by  the  recent  statute;  and  I 
conceive,  that,  if  the  word  ''  alive,'^  and  the  immediately 
following  words, ''  on  the  death  of  my  last  child,'^  had  not 
been  in  the  will,  I  must  have  held  an  indefinite  failure  of 
issue  to  have  been  intended. 

But  then  comes  the  question,  what,  if  any,  is  the  effect 
of  these  words  upon  the  construction  of  the  expression 
''  die  without  heirs,'^  which  I  read  as  ''  die  without 
issue?''  Can  the  word  ''alive,''  whether  applying  to 
the  testator's  brothers  and  sisters,  or  to  their  childreuj 
be  properly  read  as  referring,  in  point  of  time,  to  the  date 
of  the  will,  or  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  not  the  death 
of  his  last  surviving  child?  If  it  cannot,  are  the  words, 
''  on  the  death  of  my  last  child,"  applicable  to  the  actual 
division  of  the  property,  as  well  as  to  the  period  at  whidh 
the  collateral  relatives,  intended  to  be  benefited,  are  to  be 
ascertained?  Are  they  sufiScient,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  to 
shew  that  he  meant  the  selected  collateral  relatives  to 
become  entitled  in  possession  at  the  death  of  his  last  child, 
if  at  all?  Do  they,  in  short,  furnish  ground  solid  enough 
to  support  a  restrictive  construction  for  the  phrase,  "  die 
without  heirs?" 

Here,  as  it  seems  to  me,  lies  the  difficulty  of  the  case. 

It  is  true,  generally,  as  Sir  William  Grant  said,  in  Maa^ 
8€y  V.  Hudson  (a) — ''  A  bequest  to  A.,  after  the  death  of  B., 
does  not  import  that  A.  must  himself  live  to  receive  the 
legacy.  The  interest  vests  at  the  death  of  the  testator, 
and  is  transmissible  to  representatives,  who  will  take 
whenever  the  event  of  B.'s  death  may  happen.  So,  if  the 
bequest  be  to  A.,  in  case  B.  shall  die  without  issue.  If 
that  were  allowed  to  be  a  good  bequest,  A.'s  representa* 

(a)  2  Mer.  133. 
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1&12.  tives  would  be  entitled  to  take  at  whatever  time  the  issue 
might  fail.  It  is  for  that  reason  that  it  is  held  too  re- 
mote.'^  Though  it  is  true  also^  as  he  immediately  adds — 
'^  But  if  A.  is  personally  to  take  the  legacy,  then  the  pre- 
sumption is  strong,  that  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue  could 
not  be  in  the  testator's  contemplation/' 

It  is  consistent  with  an  intention  on  the  testator's  part 
to  fix  the  time  of  the  death  of  his  last  surviving  child  as 
the  period  at  which  the  number  and  description  of  his  coU 
lateral  relatives  to  be  benefited  should  be  ascertained,  that 
he  should  not  have  intended  their  interests  to  become 
necessarily  at  the  same  time  interests  in  possession.  It 
may  be  argued  plausibly,  perhaps  soundly,  that  the  words 
now  under  consideration,  are  not  substantially  more 
favourable  to  the  plaintiffs  than  the  language  of  the  will  in 
Bartow  v.  Salter  {a)  was  to  the  unsuccessful  party  there. 
That  case  was  earlier,  by  some  years,  than  Maasey  v.  Hud' 
mm,  and  in  it  Sir  fVUHam  Grant  thus  expresses  himself— 
*'  It  appears  in  some  of  the  early  cases,  that  the  Judges 
inclined  to  hold  these  words  to  mean,  without  issue  at  the 
death  of  the  person  named;  but  ever  since  the  case  of 
Seauclerk  v.  Dormer  (6),  I  think  a  different  rule  has  pre- 
vailed ;  and  it  is  now  settled,  that,  unless  there  are  expres- 
sions or  circumstances  from  which  it  can  be  collected  that 
these  words  are  used  in  a  more  confined  sense,  they  are  to 
have  their  legal  signification:  viz.  death  without  issue 
generally.  The  Court  ought  not  certainly  to  profess  to 
adopt  one  of  these  rules,  and  yet  to  proceed  as  if  the  other 
was  the  right  one;  which,  however,  is  done,  when  the 
meaning  of  the  words  is  held  to  be  narrowed  by  expres- 
sions or  circumstances  that  do  not  raise  any  fair  inference 
of  a  restrictive  intention  {e)/' 

In  the  intermediate  case  of  Dorm  v.  Penny  (d),  we  find 
the  same  eminent  Judge  saying, ''  In  the  case  o{  Barlow  v. 

(a)  17  Vc».  479.  (c)  17  Ves.  481,  482. 

(6)  2  Atk.  308.  (d)  1  Mer.  21. 
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Salter,  I  gave  my  opinion  as  to  the  mle  of  construction  1842. 
which  ought  to  govern  cases  of  this  description]  and  the 
rule  which  is  there  laid  down  is  not  to  be  departed  from, 
unless  it  be  made  satisfiictorily  to  appear^  from  some  ex- 
pression in,  or  circumstances  connected  with,  the  will, 
that  the  testator's  intention  was  otherwise.'' 

It  may,  on  the  other  hand,  be  without  absurdity,  if 
without  success,  contended  that,  even  supposing  it  to  be 
clear  that  the  word  ''alive''  does  not  refer,  in  point  of 
time,  to  the  date  of  the  will  or  the  testator's  death,  it  is 
consistent  with  a  reasonably  possible  intention  on  the  tea* 
tator's  part,  and  with  fair  interpretation  of  his  language,  to 
read  the  will  as  making  the  time  of  the  death  of  his  last 
surviving  child  the  appointed  period  of  actual  division 
among  the  coUateral  relatives,  if  any,  becoming  entitled; 
as  providing  that  their  interests  were  then  to  be  interests 
in  possession,  or  never  to  arise.  The  plaintiffs  may  farther, 
not  absurdly,  if  not  successfully,  contend  that  such  a  re- 
strictive construction,  tU  re»  magis  valeat,  is  one  to  be 
adopted  if  rationally  possible;  one  to  be  favoured,and  which 
has  by  great  Judges,  and  the  highest  authority,  been,  in 
analogous  instances,  favoured;  and  that,  of  the  cases  bearing 
on  this  kind  of  question — from  which  Pinbury  v.  Elkm  (a), 
(a  decision  doubted,  as  it  seems,  by  Sir  William  Grant), 
Forth  V.  Chapman  {b),  KeUey  v.  Fowler  (c),  Chamberlain  v. 
Jacob  {dj,  fVilkimon  v.  South  (e),  IVotter  v.  Oewaldif), 
Gawler  v.  Cadby{g),  and  Ranelagh  v.  Ranelagh{h)j  (autho- 
rities not  to  be  slightly  regarded),  are  only  a  selection — 
some  at  least  proceed  upon  evidence  of  intention  not 
stronger  than  the  present  case  affords  in  favour  of  the  re- 
strictive construction. 

The  published  speech  of  Lord  Chief  Justice  WUmot  de* 

(a)  1  P.  W,  5e3.  (e)  7  T.  R.  555. 

(b)  Id.  666.  (/)  1  Cox,  31/. 

(c)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  299.  (s)  Jac.  346. 
{d)  AmbL  72.  (A)  2  Myl.  &  K.  441. 
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1842.  livered  by  him  upon  the  case  of  Keiley  v.  Fowler  in  the 
House  of  Lords^  contains  some  remarkable  passages — 
among  them  the  following:  after  referring  to  Beauclerk 
y.  DcrmeTy  and  some  other  authorities^  he  says^ ''  What  do 
all  these  cases  prove?  That  they  have  admitted  the  rule; 
that  they  have  shut  their  eyes,  as  we  do,  upon  the  vulgar 
sense  of  the  words  '  if  die  without  issue/  and  swallowed 
the  legal  sense,  bitter  as  it  is :  this  was  done  to  avoid  con- 
fusion, and  disturbing  personal  property  enjoyed  under 
the  sanction  of  it ;  but,  at  the  same  time,  they  have  catched 
at  any  word  or  expression  which  might  bring  the  case  out 
of  the  rule.  They  have  remembered  what  Lord  ^o6ar/ (a) 
recommends  to  Judges  '  to  be  curious  and  almost  subtle, 
astutif  (which  is  the  word  used  in  the  Proverbs  of  Solo- 
mon in  a  good  sense,  when  it  is  to  a  good  end),  to  invent 
reasons  and  means  to  make  acts  according  to  the  just  in- 
tent of  the  parties,  and  to  avoid  wrong  and  injury  which, 
by  rigid  rules,  might  be  wrought  out  of  the  act.^  Impli- 
cation is  only  presumed  intention,  and  presumption  only 
stands  till  the  contrary  appears;  and,  therefore,  if  other 
parts  of  the  will  repel  that  presumption,  it  loses  all  its  power 
of  directing  the  construction  of  the  sense  {b)*^ 

Again,  after  noticing  the  personal  confidence  appearing 
to  be  reposed  in  the  executors,  he  says,  ^'  But  there  is  still 
a  further  and  most  decisive  evidence  of  intention,  arising 
from  the  persons  amongst  whom  the  estate  is  to  be  distri- 
buted; namely,  the  children  of  his  sister.  The  testator 
had  a  daughter  and  six  nephews  and  nieces,  the  children 
of  his  sister,  Elinor  Fowler.  He  says, '  If  my  daughter 
marries  with  consent,  and  leaves  issue,  she  shall  have  all 
my  fortune;  if  not,  I  substitute  the  children  of  my  sister 
in  her  place,'  (taking  three  or  four  small  legacies  out  of 
it).    These  must  be  considered  as  portions  and  personal 

(a)  Hob.  277.  {h)  Wflm.  Notes,  pp.  314,  315. 
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pToyiaions  for  them.  There  are  established  known  distinc- 
tions between  legacies  by  and  to  strangers^  and  by  parents 
or  persons  standing  in  the  place  of  parents.  In  the  latter 
case,  they  are  always  considered  as  portions  and  personal 
provisions,  which  furnishes  a  strong  argument  of  person* 
ality ;  and  it  was  so  admitted  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  Beau- 
clerk  v.  Dormer  (a),  *  Something  plausible  might  be  said, 
if  this  was  to  be  construed  as  merely  personal  to  her ;'  but 
in  that  case,  not  only  Miss  Dormer,  but  Lord  George  and 
Lady  Diana  were  all  strangers  to  the  testator  {b)."  And 
at  the  conclusion,  speaking  of  the  words  ''die  without 
issne,'^  we  find  him  thus  expressing  himself: ''  The  truth  is, 
these  words  are  condemned  by  the  law  to  be  surly,  rigid, 
inflexible,  and  immovable,  when  they  are  alone;  but,  if 
they  can  but  once  be  got  into  sensible  company,  they  lose 
their  gloomy,  dogmatical,  arbitraiy  disposition,  and  both 
speak  and  act  as  the  rest  of  the  company  do.  And  com- 
bining all  the  words  and  passages  in  the  will,  and  the  cir- 
cumstances I  have  mentioned,  together,  they  form  a  body 
of  evidence  which  carries  resistless  conviction  with  them  to 
our  understandings  {c)J* 

Now  the  case  oiKeUey  v.  Fowler  {d) — ^in  which  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Lrish  Court  of  Chancery  was  affirmed  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  time,  I  believe,  of  Lord  Chancellor 
Camden,  it  is  to  be  supposed  with  his  concurrence,  certainly 
in  accordance  with  the  unanimous  opinion  of  the  consulted 
Judges  after  time  taken  to  consider — ^is,  in  all  respects,  of 
the  very  highest  authority.  Considering  that,  in  that  case, 
the  executors  had  no  discretion  to  exercise  as  to  the  mode 
of  distributing  the  property ;  that  the  daughter  might  have 
died  leaving  issue,  which  might  afterwards  have  failed 
living  the  original  executors;  that,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
daughter  might  have  survived  the  executors,  and  might 

(a)  2  Atk.  311.  (</)  3  Bro.  P.  C.  299,  ed.  Toml. ; 

(6)  Wilm.  317, 318.  Wilm.  298. 

(c)  Id.  321. 
VOL.  J.  L  L  N.  C.  C. 


006  CASSB  IN   CHANCXKT. 

_^^^'^  afterwards  have  died  witkoat  leaving  iaaiie,  in  ifikk  event 
the  children  of  the  sister  or  their  representatives  mnst 
probably  have  been  held  entitled  to  take,  whether  those 
children  did  or  did  not  snrvive  the  daughter,  it  niay,  I 
think,  be  fiiirly  doubted  whetlier  the  circnmstanoes  hdd 
to  be  sufficient  to  repel  the  presumption  of  the  nnrestrietsd 
sense  of  the  words  ''  die  without  issue''  were  more  than 
exceedingly  slight  circumstances.  Bufc  it  is  not  to  be  for- 
gotten that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  in  the  speech  to  which 
lam  referring,  said,  ''Every  case  stands  upon  the  evidence 
of  the  testator's  intention  arising  out  of  each  will.  In 
questions  of  intention,  cases,  tmless  they  coincide  in  wv»da 
and  every  other  circumstance,  never  assist  but  perplex  the 
exposition.  A  will  is  the  picture  of  a  man's  mind,  and 
one  may  as  well  look  at  the  picture  of  one  man  .to  know 
the  person  of  another,  as  look  at  die  will  of  one  mind  to 
know  the  mind  of  ssiother  (a)." 

And  it  is  true  that  other  eminent  Judges  have  expressed 
themselves  in  somewhat  similar  terms,  yet  still  those  learned 
persons  did  not  mean  to  deny  that  there  are  some  esta- 
blished rules  and  principles  of  construction  fix>m  which 
Courts  of  Justice  cannot  properly  depart ;  or,  to  deny  that 
if  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  kingdom  has,  on  a  question  of 
construction  in  a  particular  case,  recognised  and  proceeded 
on  some  general  rule  or  general  principle,  the  subordinate 
courts  are  thereafter  to  govern  themselves  by  that  general 
rule  or  general  principle,  and  are  not  to  elude  or  evade  it. 

Now,  although  Keiley  v.  Fowler  turned  upon  the  con- 
struction of  an  instrument,  I  am  not  sure  that  it  did  not 
involve  the  recognition  of  a  general  rule  or  principle  laid 
down  in  some  earlier  cases  to  which  all  the  later  cases  in 
the  subordinate  courts  may  be  thought  not  to  have  entirdly 
adhered.  Campbdl  v.  Harding  {b)  certainly  is  a  decision 
equally  of  the  House  of  Lords,  where  it  was  under  the  titie 

(a)  Wilm.  319.  {h)  2  Ruts.  &  MyL  390. 
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of  C0ndff  y.  Campbell  (a).  The  words,  howerer,  tliere  were  1842. 
these : — ^'  In  case  of  her  death  without  lawful  issuOj  I  then 
will  the  money  so  left  to  her  to  be  equally  divided  betwixt 
my  nqphews  and  nieces  who  may  be  living  at  the  time/' 
Lord  Brmtfkam,  when  the  case  was  before  him  as  CAancd' 
lor  in  this  Court,  treated  the  word  ''  then''  as  a  word  of 
reference  relating  to  the  determination  of  the  first  limita- 
tion, and  meaning  merely  ''in  that  event"  or  ''if  that 
happens,"  as  a  word  of  reasoning  rather  than  of  time,  and 
held  aocordinglyj  that  the  words  "  at  the  time  "  meant  at 
the  time,  whether  at  or  whensoever  after  the  death  when 
the  issue  should  CeoL  He  says,  "  It  is,  therefore,  impossi* 
ble^  according  to  any  fur  principle  of  construction,  to  cany 
the  case  fturther  upon  the  expression  "  at  the  time  "  than 
upon  the  word  "then"  used  as  an  adverbof  time.  The 
question  then  resolves  itself  into  this,  ought  that  expression 
to  be  construed  as  referring  to  the  time  of  the  decease,  t>r 
to  tiie  time  of  the  jEailure  of  issue?  and  that  again  brings 
us  round  to  the  pwott  fran  which  the  inquiry  originally  set 
out,  that  is  to  say,  to  the  construction  to  be  put  on  the 
danse  of  gift  itself •  Indeed,it  isonlybyajM/i^J9i»rJisci*pi^ 
or  something  very  like  it,  that  the  least  shadow  of  argu^- 
ment  can  be  founded  on  the  expression  "living  at  the 
time,"  and  that  only  by  importing  it  into  the  clause  from 
a  subsequent  part  of  the  will  (6) " 

Upon  the  appeal  in  the  House  of  Lords  (c).  Lord 
Bnmgbam  referring  to  Barlow  v.  SaUer  appears,  from  Mr. 
BUgVs  report,  to  have  said,  "  There  were  not  in  that  case  the 
words  '  at  the  time;'  but  you  must  construe  those  words 
rationallyj  and  they  are  as  consistent  with  the  argument 
for  the  respondent  as  for  the  appellants.  The  time  indi- 
cated may  be  of  issue  living  at  the  death  of  the  first  taker, 
or  it  may  point  to  indefinite  fidlure  of  issue.  If  the  limit- 
ation can  be  made  out  by  context  to  mean  at  the  death, 

(a)  8  BKgh,  N.  S.  469.  (&)  2  Rtus.  &  M,  419. 

(e)  BBUgh,N.S.482. 
ll2 
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1842.  yon  do  not  want  the  words,  for  you  have  the  estate  by  the 
Oareatt  limitation.  If  the  other  construction  is  put  on  them,  the 
case  is  decided  against  the  limitation  over.''  On  the  whole 
it  may  be  thought  consistent  with  what  was  decided  in 
Campbell  v.  Harding,  that,  if  the  words  had  been  *'  living  at 
her  death''  instead  of '' living  at  the  time,"  the  judgment 
might  have  been  the  other  way. 

The  ^ft  in  the  present  case  is  to  the  **  children  of  my 
brothers  and  sisters  alive  on  the  death  of  my  last  child." 

I  have  since  the  conclusion  of  the  argument  considered, 
besides  the  cases  which  I  have  mentioned, — Exel  v.  Wal^ 
lace  (a) ;  Bigffe  v.  Berkley  {b) ;  Doe  v.  Lyde  (c) ;  those  of 
Crowder  v.  Stone  {d) ;  Murray  v.  Addenbrooke  {e) ;  Lepine  v. 
Ferard(f);  Malcolm  v.  Taylor  {g);  Dunk  v.  Fenner{h)i 
Ferard  v.  Grtffin{i),  and  various  others ; — ^I  think  I  may  say, 
every  printed  authority  bearing  at  all  importantly  on  the 
question  now  before  me.  I  cannot  certainly  say  of  it,  as 
Mr.  Justice  BuUer  did  of  the  question  in  Doe  v.  Lyde, — 
''Nothing  in  my  opinion  can  raise  a  doubt  in  this  case  but 
overwhelming  it  with  a  number  of  cases," — ^for  I  doubted 
as  much  before  I  began  to  read  them  for  the  present  pur- 
pose as  I  do  now,  and  that  is  exceedingly. 

I  may  now  observe,  however,  that  this  will  has  been 
brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  present  Master  of 
the  BoUs  in  another  suit.  Burgee  v.  Blommart  (k),  in  1837; 
and  if  the  view  taken  by  his  lordship  of  the  instrument  is 
correct,  the  limitation  under  which  the  plaintiffs  daim  is 
void,  and  they  have  not,  nor  ever  had  any  title. 

The  question  upon  which  I  now  am,  is  not  whether  they 
are  in  any  manner  or  to  any  extent  bound  by  that  decree, 
nor  am  I  now  to  decide  or  consider  whether  independently 

(a)  2  VeB.  sen.  318.  (/)  2  Rubs.  &  M.  378. 

(b)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  187.  (^)  Id.  416. 

(c)  1  T.  R.  593.  (h)  Id.  557. 
(</)  3  Rum.  217.  (i)  2  Keen,  615. 
(e)  4  Rufls.  407.  (*)  See  anUy  p.  495. 
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of  the  question  of  constraction  it  is  erroneous^  irregular^  or  1842. 
informal.  For  the  present  purpose  it  must  be  assumed  not 
to  bind  the  plaintiffs.  But  I  may  say  that^  if  it  be  open  to 
objections  independent  of  the  question  of  construction,  I 
consider  this  as  attributable  to  the  parties,  and  not  to  the 
Court  under  whose  attention  nothing  as  I  collect  was 
brought  beyond  that  single  and  simple  question;  which 
question,  however,  his  Lordship  did  certainly  decide,  having 
before  him  parties  claiming  in  the  same  manner  by  the 
same  title  or  supposed  title  as  the  present  plaintiffs,  and  he 
decided  it,  as  I  am  informed  by  the  bar,  after  an  adverse 
argument  conducted  on  either  side  by  counsel  of  weight 
and  consideration.  I  cannot,  therefore,  refuse  to  look,  as 
matter  of  precedent  or  authority,  at  what  was  thus  done  by 
a  judge  in  the  position  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls. 

If,  indeed,  independently  of  his* decree,  I  could  have 
formed  a  conclusion  fully  satisfactory  to  my  mind,  in  fa- 
vour of  the  plaintiffs'  title,  I  might  probably  have  deemed 
it  my  duty  not  to  give  way  to  the  disposition  which  I  must 
feel  to  prefer  his  judgment  to  my  own,  and  to  the  distrust 
with  which  I  must  regard  an  opinion  of  mine  differing 
from  his.  But  I  have  been  unable  to  form  such  a  fiilly 
satisfactory  conclusion.  A  judicial  dissent  on  my  part 
from  that  which  he  has  adjudicated,  ought  to  be  founded 
on  the  clear  conviction  of  my  mind,  that  the  decision  is 
erroneous.     Such  a  clear  conviction  I  do  not  feel. 

On  the  whole  I  must  consider  Lord  LangdMa  authority 
as  outweighing  any  doubts  of  mine,  and  deferring  to  it  and 
swayed  by  it,  though  not  fully  satisfied  that  in  its  absence 
I  should  have  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion,  I  dismiss 
the  bill. 

I  have  collected  from  the  bar,  that  this  case  will  be,  and 
in  any  event  would  have  been,  taken  probably  before  the 
Lord  Chancellor.  I  think  such  a  course  reasonable  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs.  I  think  if  I  had  decided  in  their  fa- 
vour, it  would  have  been  reasonable  on  the  part  of  the 
adverse  defendants. 
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1842. 

' — V— '  Thomas  and  Others  v.  Jonbs. 

Perpetual  in-  1  HE  bill  in  this  caso  was  filed  by  Jane  Thomas  as  seised 

pHntni  to  re.  in  fee,  subject  to  a  mortgage  to  the  other  plaintiffs,  of  a 

ofTfii^!^'  farm  and  lands  called  Uaethdo,  in  the  parish  of  Amlwch, 

part  of  which  in  the  oountj  of  Anglesey.    The  bill  stated,  that  the  finrm 

throngVwhidi  and  lands  abutted  towards  the  south  and  on  the  south- 

ftoiir£mmm.  ®^^  ^^  south-west  Sides  thereof  on  lands  belonging  to 

S^'farftT"''-  *^®  Marquis  of  Anglesey,  and  on  the  north-west  side 

sage,  mmerai  thereof  upou  lands  belonging  to,  or  occupied  by,  the  de- 
from  taking  and  fcudant  Joseph  Joues,  either  alone  or  jointly  with  other 

of  the  bed  ttid  xhat  the  fann  and  lands  of  Uaethdu  consisted  in  part 

bottom  of  the  ^ 

pool,  or  any  of  scvcral  acrcs  of  land  covered  with  water,  called  Llaedidn 

any  soil,  oxide  ^<>olj  oud  in  part  of  a  piece  or  parcel  of  land  covered  with 

2hiM,°d^t',  ^**®''  ^^^  ^^  Lower  Pod,— the  Lower  Pool  being 

or  other  mineral  situate  at  or  near  the  north-west  extremity  of  the  fum 

•ubstances,  «wd 

firom  puddling,  and  lauds  Called  Llaethdu.    That  a  stream  or  watercourse, 

tad^^iind'*  having  its  source  or  spring  in  or  near  to  a  mountain  called 

floating,  and  Parv's  Mountain,  and  in  a  part  of  the  lands  which  be- 

from  eansmg  to  *^                                                     ^ 

be  puddled,  longed  to  the  Marquis  of  Anglesey,  for  a  yerj  long  period 

ta^,  or  float-  of  time,  and  greatly  exceeding  twenty  years,  had  run  and 

^'ofu^J?*  flowed  from  Pary's  Mountain  down  to  and  through  put 

ochre,shine,d6.  of  the  fiffm  and  lands  of  Llaethdu  into  and  throudli  the 

poatta,  or  mine* 

ni  aubatanoes,  said  pool  Called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  from  the  said  last- 

ed!^f  u^Ster  mentioned  pool  over  other  part  of  the  same  fimn  and 

^^""^^Mbf'  hmds  of  the  plaintiff  Jane  Thomas,  to  and  into  the  pool 

ofthe  aaid  Called  the  Lower  Pool,  forming  in  part  of  its  cenrae  the 

^he  piaintiflk  uorth-westem  boundary  of  the  fiurm  and  lands  of  LlaeOidu  ; 

miM«!7ub!*  »^d*  during  the  whole  of  the  said  period  of  time,  the 

■unceshaTing  ^wq  pools  had  always  been  supplied  with  water  from  and 

beenesUbluhed  "^        ,                      "                      x-r 

by  a  Terdict  in  by  the  Said  stream  or  watercourse. 

bro^htby  them  l^t  all  such  parts  of  thc  bcd  of  the  said  strtam  or 

todJJIiVand^not  ^^tercouTsc  ss  wcrc  situatc  between  the  lower  end  of  the 

in  an  iwue  or  ppol  called  LUcthdu  Pool  and  the  upper  end  of  the  pool 

acuon  direeted  rr                                  r 
by  the  Court. 
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called  the  Lower  Pool  were  part  and  parcel  of  the  Llaethda        16tt. 
estate^  and  were  the  exclusiTe  property  of  the  owners  of 
that  estate. 

That  the  water  of  the  stream  or  watercourse  was^  and 
for  a  yery  long  period  of  time  had  been,  continnally 
dbarged  or  impregnated  with  mineral  substBDeea  of  great 
TBlae,  and,  amongst  other  mineral  substances,  with  a 
ferruginous  earth,  ochre,  or  calx,  of  a  yellow  colour,  of 
great  Talue,  called  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  or  shine;  and  the 
stream  or  watercourse,  when  it  flowed  in  its  usual  and 
accustomed  manner,  and  as  it  of  right  ought  to  flow,  de« 
posited  upon  the  beds  of  the  stream,  and  upon  the  beds 
and  bottom  of  the  two  pools  called  Llaethdu  Pool  and  the 
Lower  Pod,  and  also  upon  other  lands  of  the  plain* 
tiff  Jane  Thomas,  part  of  the  said  finrm  of  Llaethdu, 
over  which  it  flowed  in  its  passage  from  the  pool  called 
Llaethdu  Pool  to  the  pool  called  the  Lower  Pool,  hiig^ 
quantities  of  the  said  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  or  other 
matters ;  and  that  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  had  in 
fiust  deposited  upon  the  beds  of  the  said  two  pods  called 
Llaethdu  P6ol  and  the  Lower  Pool,  and  upon  other  parts 
of  the  said  £srm  and  lands  called  Llaethdu,  large  quantities 
of  the  said  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  or  shine,  and  other  matters 
and  snbstances,  and  all  which  said  oxide  of  iron,  odire,  or 
shine,  and  other  matters,  when  so  deposited,  became  part 
of  the  soil  of  the  said  beds,  and  of  the  land  on  which  they 
were  deposited  as  aforesaid,  and  were  of  great  ydue. 

That  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  was,  and  for  a  con- 
siderable time  past  had  been,  either  by  himself  or  together 
with  other  parties  unknown  to  the  plaintiffs,  the  owner  or 
oceofiex  of  a  mill  cdled  Melin  Adda,  in  or  near  Amlwch 
aforesaid,  situate  upon  or  near  the  said  stream  or  water- 
course, but  lower  down  the  stream  or  watercourse  than  the 
pool  called  the  Lower  Pod;  and  that  the  defendant 
Joseph  Jones  was,  and  for  severd  years  past  had  been, 
either  alone  or  together  with  other  perscms  uahnown  ta 
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1842.  the  plaintiffs^  the  occupiers  of  a  certain  pool  orpiece  of  land, 
covered  with  water^  called  Cerrig  j  Bleiddia  Pool^  situated 
higher  up  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  than  the  pool 
called  Llaethdu  Poolj  and  upon  the  lands  of  the  said 
Marquis  of  Anglesey,  and  between  the  farm  and  lands  of 
Llaethdu  and  the  source  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse ; 
and  that  the  said  stream  or  watercourse,  for  a  long  period 
of  time,  had  of  right  flowed,  and  still  of  right  ought  to 
flow,  through  and  from  the  said  pool  called  Cerrig  7 
Bleiddia  Pool,  through  and  over  certain  parts  of  the  farm 
and  lands  of  Llaethdu  into  the  said  pool  called  Llaethdu 
Pool,  and  from  thence  into  the  pool  called  the  Lower 
Pool.  But  the  said  Joseph  Jones  had  lately,  from  and  out 
of  the  beds  and  bottom  of  that  part  of  the  stream  or  water- 
course, which  was  situated  upon  and  formed  part  of  the 
farm  and  lands  called  Llaethdu,  and  from  and  out  of  the 
bed  and  bottom  of  the  pool  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  of 
the  pool  called  the  Lower  Pool,  taken  and  carried  away 
large  quantities  of  soil,  and  of  the  aforesaid  oxide  of  iron, 
ochre,  shine,  and  deposit  belonging  to  the  plaintiff,  Jane 
Thomas,  and  which  had  been  previously  deposited  by  the 
stream  or  watercourse  in  and  upon  the  aforesaid  parts  of 
the  said  beds  and  bottom,  and  had  in  fact  become  part  of 
the  soil  of  the  said  beds  and  bottom,  and  were  of  great  value ; 
and  that  he  had  sold  the  same  for  lai^e  sums  of  money,  and 
for  his  own  benefit  and  advantage,  or  he  had  in  some  other 
way  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use  and  profit. 

That  whenever  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or  water- 
course did  not  flow  and  run  into  the  pool,  called  Llaethdu 
Pool,  in  regular  quantities,  but  in  larger  quantities,  and 
more  forcibly  and  rapidly  than  it  usually  did,  such  increased 
quantity  of  water  had  always  or  generally  and  frequently 
the  effect  of  disturbing  and  agitating  the  stream  and  the 
pools  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  the  Lower  Pool,  and  of 
thereby  carrying  off  great  quantities  of  the  soil  of  the  bed 
and  bottom  of  the  said  stream  and  pools,  and  of  the  said 
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oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  or  deposit,  and  of  preventing  1842. 
any  farther  deposit  of  the  said  mineral  substances,  and 
particularly  of  carrying  off  the  finest  and  most  valuable 
part  of  such  substances,  and  of  preventing  the  same  from 
being  deposited  upon  the  beds  of  the  said  stream  and  pools, 
and  of  causing  the  whole  or  the  greater  part  of  the  said 
substances  which  would  otherwise  have  been  deposited  upon 
the  beds  of  the  said  pools,  and  part  of  the  said  substances 
which  had  already  been  deposited  there,  to  be  carried  out 
of  the  said  pools  into  a  lower  part  of  the  said  stream  or 
watercourse. 

That  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  had  lately  erected  and 
continued,  or  caused  to  be  erected  and  continued,  in  and 
upon  the  said  pool  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia  Pool,  certain 
dams  and  other  erections  for  the  sole  purpose  of  thereby 
occasionally  damming  up  the  water  of  the  stream  in  the 
pool  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia  Pool,  and  preventing  the  stream 
from  running  and  flowing  in  its  usual  and  accustomed  way 
from  the  pool  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia,  to  and  into  the  pools 
called  Llaethdu  Pool  and  the  liower  Pool,  and  that  the 
dams  and  other  erections  were  a  contrivance  of  the  defen- 
dant Joseph  Jones,  whereby  he  was  able  either  to  prevent 
the  water  of  the  stream  from  running  and  flowing  from  the 
said  pool  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia  Pool,  into  the  pools  called 
Llaethdu  Pool  and  the  Lower  Pool,  or  to  cause  the  water 
to  flow  and  run  in  larger  quantities  and  with  greater  force 
than  it  usually  did  from  the  pool  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia 
Pool  into  the  pools  called  Llaethdu  Pool  and  the  Lower 
Pool;  and  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  had  also  cut,  dug, 
and  made  and  continued  in  and  out  of  the  sides  and 
bed  or  bottom  of  the  pool  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  of  the 
stream  or  watercourse  between  the  pool  called  Llaethdu 
Pool  and  the  Lower  Pool,  and  of  the  Lower  Pool  and  other 
parts  of  the  stream  or  watercourse,  trenches,  channels,  cuts, 
and  reservoirs  of  considerable  depth  and  width,  and  by 
means  of  the  said  dams  and  other  erections,  and  of  the 
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J842^  said  dumnelSj  cats^  and  reservoirs  or  by  some  of  snch 
means^  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  had  frequently  and 
for  long  periods  of  time  prevented  the  water  of  the  said 
stream  or  watercourse  from  flowing  and  running  in  r^nhr 
quantities  from  the  pool  called  Gerrig  y  Bleiddia  Pod  to  and 
into  the  pool  called  Uaethdu  Pool^  and  from  depositing 
upon  the  bed  of  the  said  last*mentioned  pool  the  aforesaid 
mineral  substances^  or  any  of  them;  and  the  defendant 
Joseph  Jones,  by  means  of  the  said  dams  and  other  erec- 
tions, and  of  the  said  trenches,  channek,  cuts,  and  reser- 
voirs, or  by  some  of  the  said  means,  caused  the  water  of 
the  said  sbream  or  watercourse  frequently  and  for  long 
periods  of  time  to  run  and  flow  into  and  through  the  pod 
called  Llaethdu  Fool  and  the  Lower  Pool,  and  that  part  of 
the  stream  or  watercourse  which  was  between  the  said 
two  pools,  in  larger  quantities,  and  with  greater  force  and 
nqndity  than  it  otherwise  would  have  done;  the  effect  of 
the  said  water  so  nmning  and  flowing  into  the  said  pool 
called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  the  Lower  Pool,  and  the  stream 
or  watercourse,  in  increased  quantities,  and  with  greater 
force  and  rapidity,  being  to  prevent  the  water  from  deposit- 
ii^  upon  the  bed  of  the  said  pools  and  stream  any  part  of 
the  said  mineral  substances  wherewith  it  was  then  charged 
oar  impregnated ;  and  to  cause  all  such  mineral  substanoesy 
together  with  large  quantities  of  the  like  mineral  sub- 
stances which  had  been  previously  deposited  by  the  water- 
oourse  upon,  and  were  then  lying  upon,  the  bed  of  the 
said  pools  and  stream,  and  had  become  part  of  the  soil 
thereof,  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  by  the  water  so  tun- 
ning and  flowing  in  increased  quantities  and  with  greater 
force  and  rapidity  out  of  the  said  pool  and  into  the  said 
dhannels,  cuts,  and  reservoirs,  and  to  be  deposited  by  the 
said  wat»  upon  the  beds  and  at  the  bottom  of  the  said 
channels,  cuts,  and  reservoirs. 

That  by  the  means  aforesaid  large  quantities  of  soil,  oxide 
of  iron,  oebre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  substances,  and  de- 
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posits  of  great  teIuo,  had  been  deposited  in  and  npon  the 
beds  of  the  said  channels^  and  cuts^  and  leseiToirs,  which 
would  have  been  deposited  or  remained  upon  the  bed  of  the 
said  pools  and  stream,  or  npon  some  other  parts  of  the 
farm  and  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  said  dams  and  other 
erectioDs  had  not  been  wrongfully  made  and  continued, 
and  the  said  channels,  cuts,  and  reservoirs  had  not 
been  wrongfully  cut,  dug,  made,  and  continued  by  the 
said  defisndant  Joseph  Jones :  and  the  defendant  Joseph 
Jones  had  taken,  and  carried  away,  and  sold,  for  large 
sums  of  money,  or  in  some  other  manner  conrerted  and 
applied  to  his  own  use  and  benefit,  the  whole  of  the  said 
BOol,  onde  of  iron,  ochre,  and  shine,  and  other  mineral 
mbstanoes  and  deposits,  which  by  and  owing  to  the  means 
aforesaid  had  been  deposited  in  and  upon  the  beds  of  the 
aforesaid  channels,  trenches,  cuts,  and  reservoirs. 

That  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  had,  at  different  times, 
assumed  a  right  to  the  disposition  and  control  of  the  oxide 
of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  <nr  deposit,  by  the  said  stream  or 
watercourse,  and  eqpecially  in  or  about  the  month  of 
Noimmber,  1886,  when  one  David  Jones  having  wrong- 
fully removed,  or  caused  to  be  removed,  some  portion 
thereof,  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones  directed  the  said 
David  Jones,  or  his  workmen,  to  cease  from  doing  so,  and 
placed  the  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  or  matter,  which 
had  been  so  removed,  or  caused  the  same  to  be  placed  in 
a  warehouse  or  other  plaee,  at  the  port  of  Amlwch,  under 
the  control  of  the  defendant  Joseph  Jones,  and  had  subse- 
quently disposed  of,  or  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use, 
and  had  not  in  any  manner  accounted  to  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  same. 

The  bill  charged  that,  during  three  months  in  the  sum- 
mer of  the  year  1886,  a  great  number  of  men  were  em- 
ployed, and  by,  or  by  the  direction,  or  with  the  privity,  of 
the  said  defendant,  in  the  said  pool  called  the  Llaethdu 
Pool,  and  the  said  Lower  Pool,  and  that  part  of  the  said 
stream  which  was  between  those  pools,  or  some  or  one  of 
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1842.  them,  and  that  the  men  so  employed  did  then  and  there 
cut,  heap,  disturb,  and  puddle  divers  large  quantities  of 
soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  sub- 
stances, and  other  deposits  which  then  were  deposited  on 
the  bed  of  the  said  pools  and  stream,  and  formed  part  of 
the  soil  of  the  said  farm  and  lands  called  Llaethdu,  and 
did  mix  the  said  soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other 
mineral  substances,  and  other  deposits  with  the  stream  of 
water  which  ran  into  the  said  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pool, 
from  the  said  pool,  called  Cerrig  y  Bleiddia  Pool. 

That  the  defendant  had  also  caused  several  reservoirs  or 
basins  to  be  cut  and  made  on  one  side  of  the  said  stream, 
and  lower  down  the  said  stream  than  Llaethdu  Pool,  for 
the  purposes  of  receiving  all  the  said  soil,  oxide  of  iron, 
ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  substances  and  deposit 
which  might  be  floated  off  and  carried  by  the  stream  out 
of  the  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  of  causing  all  such 
soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  sub* 
stances  and  deposits,  to  be  carried  to  and  deposited  on  a 
certain  farm  or  lands  belonging  to  or  occupied  by  the  de- 
fendant, called  Glanyllyn,  which  were  situate  near  to  the 
said  stream,  in  its  course  from  the  Llaethdu  Pool  to  the 
said  Lower  Pool. 

That  the  necessary  or  actual  consequence  and  effect  of 
the  said  cutting,  heaping,  puddling,  and  mixing  and  stir- 
ring up  was  to  cause  divers  large  quantities  of  the  said 
soil,  oxide  of  iron,  shine,  and  other  mineral  substances  and 
deposits,  to  be  floated  off  and  carried  out  of  the  said  pool, 
called  Llaethdu  Pool,  into  the  said  reservoirs  and  basins. 

The  bill  charged  that  the  said  several  acts  and  doings  of 
the  defendant  had  caused  great  and  irreparable  injury  to 
the  farm  and  lands  of  Llaethdu,  and  that  the  defendant 
had,  by  the  means  and  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  carried 
and  taken  away,  and  caused  to  be  taken  and  carried  away 
from  and  off  the  said  farm  and  lands  called  Llaethdu,  and 
converted  to  his  own  use  large  quantities  of  the  soil  of 
the  said  farm  and  lands  of  great  value,  and  that  all  such 
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soil  formed  part  of  the  inheritance  of  the  said  farm  and 
lands. 

The  bill  chai^d  that^  in  or  about  the  year  1779^  one 
Bice  Thomas^  since  deceased,  was  the  owner  of  the  said 
fiEurm  and  lands  called  Uaethdu  j  and  that,  in  or  about  the 
year  1779,  Bice  Thomas  made  a  lease,  for  three  lives,  of 
the  said  fann  and  lands  to  the  Bev.  Edward  Hughes 
and  Thomas  Williams,  Esq.,  and  that  one  of  the  said 
three  lives  was  still  living,  and  the  lease  was  still  sub- 
sisting; and  that  there  were  expressly  excepted  and  re- 
served out  of  the  demise  thereby  made  all  timber  and 
other  trees,  woods,  and  underwoods,  quarries,  mines,  mi- 
nerals, of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  lease,  standing,  growing,  and  being,  or 
which  should  or  might  thereafter,  grow,  arise,  or  be  dis- 
covered in,  upon,  or  under  the  surface  of  the  said  demised 
premises,  or  any  part  thereof.  That,  in  or  about  the  year 
1781,  part  of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  said  lease  of 
the  12th  day  of  November,  1779,  were  assigned  or  underlet 
to  one  Jonathan  Boose,  and  that  the  remainder  of  the  pre- 
mises were,  in  or  about  the  year  1807,  assigned  or  underlet 
to  James  Boose  and  William  Hughes,  and  that  the  said 
James  Boose  died,  having  appointed  his  widow,  Ellen 
Boose,  executrix  of  his  last  will  and  testament,  and,  by 
such  last  wiU  and  testament,  he  devised  to  her  his  interest 
in  the  said  lease ;  and  that,  after  the  death  of  the  said 
James  Boose,  the  defendant  married  his  daughter,  and 
claimed  to  be  entitled,  under  and  by  virtue  of  some  assign- 
ment or  imderlease,  to  all  and  singular  the  premises  com- 
prised in  the  said  lease  of  the  12th  day  of  November,  1779, 
as  tenant  thereof,  and  that,  as  such  tenant,  he  pretended 
that  he  was  entitled  to  take  and  carry  away  from  and  out 
of  the  said  pools,  and  from  and  out  of  the  bed  of  the  said 
stream  or  watercourse,  at  his  tree  will  and  pleasure,  all 
the  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  sub- 
stances deposited  in  the  said  pools  or  upon  the  bed  of  the 
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1842.  ^  and  ■tream,  and  that  the  said  depoat  iraa  not  mdnded  in 
the  said  exception  and  reservation  of  all  quarries,  mines, 
and  minerals. 

The  biU  chaq;ed  that  if  the  said  deposit  shooid  not  be 
considered  to  be  within  the  words  or  spirit  of  the  said  ez- 
cepti^m  and  reserration,  the  defendant  was  not  entitled, 
and  never  was  entitled  as  such  tenant  as  aforesaid,  or 
in  an  J  other  character  or  ri^t,  to  take  and  caorxy  awmj 
from  and  out  of  the  said  pods,  or  from  or  cut  of  the 
bed  of  the  said  stream,  any  part  of  the  said  deposit,  and 
that  all  snch  deposit  formed  part  of  the  soil  of  the  said 
demised  premises,  and  that  the  said  defendant,  by  taking 
and  carrying  away  the  said  deposit,  had  oommitted,  firam 
time  to  tim^  waste  and  destmotion  on  the  said  demised 
premises. 

The  bill  diarged,  as  evidence  of  the  right  of  the  ^aintiff 
J.  Thomas  to  the  said  deposit,  and  of  the  defendant's  ac- 
knowledgment of  soch  right,  that  in  the  year  1888  the 
defendant  was  desiroos  of  remoring  out  of  the  said  pools 
or  one  of  them,  or  out  of  the  said  stream,  some  part  of  the 
said  deposit,  and  that  the  defendant  upon  that  occasion 
applied  to  plaintiff  Jane  Thomas,  or  her  agent,  for  pep- 
mission  so  to  do;  and  that  such  permission  was  granted 
to  him,  or  understood  to  be  granted,  in  conaideffatkNi  of 
his  agreeing  to  pay  the  plaintiff  Jane  Thomas,  as  he  in 
foot  did  agree,  certain  royaltiBs  or  rents  for  the  same;  but 
the  plaintiff  Jane  ThomaSi  shortly  after  such  agreement  was 
made,  or  understood  to  be  made,  refused  or  discontinued 
such  permission,  as  she  was  entitled  to  do;  and  in  the 
month  of  October,  1888,  one  Frederick  Lowry  Barnwell, 
the  solicitor  and  agent  of  plaintiff,  called  on  the  said  de- 
fondant,  and  gave  him  notice  of  such  refusal  or  discontinu- 
ance, and  requested  the  said  defendant  to  desist  from  fur- 
ther taking  or  meddling  with  the  said  soil,  oxide,  shine,  or 
other  deposit. 

That  in  the  month  of  May,  1888,  the  said  defendant 
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ddiiFered  to  the  pltdntiff  Jane  Thomas  a  written  sttttement        I8i2. 
in  his  own  handwriting  of  the  amount  of  royalty. 

The  bill  charged  that  a  large  quantity  of  oxide  of  iioUj 
odure^  ahine^  and  other  mineral  substanoes  of  large  valme, 
was  then  lying  upon  the  beds  of  the  said  poolsy  or  of  the  aaid 
watereonrs^  or  near  theveto;  and  that  all  such  dq^t 
formed  part  of  the  soil  ct  the  said  farm  and  lands  called 
Uaethdu,  and  that  the  Baid  defendant  intended  to  take 
and  carry  away  the  same. 

The  Bill  prayed  a  referenee  to  the  master  to  take  an 
account  of  the  quantity,  quality,  and  Talue  of  all  the  soil, 
oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  mibstances 
and  deposits  idiich  had  been  carried  and  taken  away, 
by  or  by  the  order  of  the  said  defendant,  fiom  and 
out  of  or  from  the  bed  and  bottom  of  the  pool  called 
Uaethdu.  And  that  the  defendant  might  be  ordered 
to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  Jane  Thomas,  what,  upon  taking  the 
said  account,  should  be  found  to  be  the  yalue  of  the  said 
soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  other  mineral  sub- 
stances and  deposits;  and  that  the  defendant,  his  ser- 
vants, workmen,  and  agents,  might  be  restrained  by  the 
order  and  iiqunction  of  this  honourable  Court  from  taking, 
carrying  away,  and  remoring,  or  causing  to  be  taken,  car- 
ried away,  and  remored  from  and  out  of  the  said  pool 
called  Llaethdu  Pool,  any  soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine, 
deposit  or  mineral  substances;  and  that  the  said  defend- 
ant, his  serrants,  workmen,  and  agents,  might  be  restrained 
from  puddling,  loosening,  disturbing,  and  floating  off,  and 
from  causing  to  be  puddled,  loosened,  disturbed,  and 
floated  off,  any  soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  deposits, 
or  mineral  substances,  which  had  already  been  deposited, 
or  which  might  thereafter  be  deposited  upon  the  bed  of  the 
said  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pod;  and  from  doing  and  caus- 
ing to  be  done  any  act  matter,  or  thing  whatsoever, 
whereby  the  water  of  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  might 
be  pieyented  from  depositing  upon  the  bed  of  the  said 
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1842.  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  the  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine, 
and  mineral  substances,  with  which  it  then  was,  or  there- 
after might  be,  charged  or  impregnated,  or  whereby  the 
oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine,  and  mineral  substances,  with 
which  the  said  stream  or  watercourse  then  was,  or  there- 
after might  be,  charged  or  impregnated,  or  any  soil  or  other 
substance  which  might  be  deposited  upon  the  bed  of  the 
said  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  and  might  be  carried  and 
floated  out  of  and  from  the  said  pool;  and  that  the  said 
defendant,  his  servants,  agent,  and  workmen  might  in  like 
manner  be  restrained  from  committing  any  further  waste 
or  spoil  to  such  part  (if  any)  of  the  said  demised  premises, 
as  consisted  of  the  said  pool,  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  or  any 
part  thereof,  the  plaintiffs  thereby  waiving  all  penalties 
and  forfeitures  (if  any)  incurred  by  the  said  defendant 
on  account  of  the  several  matters  and  things  therein  com- 
plained of. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  admitted  the  title  of  the 
plaintiffs,  as  stated  in  the  bill,  to  the  Llaethdu  farm,  and 
that  he  was  tenant  for  a  life  or  lives  imder  them  of  the 
frurm,  and  in  possession  accordingly.  He  further  stated 
that  the  pool  called  Llaethdu  Pool  was  latterly  of  much 
greater  extent  than  it  was  in  the  year  1779 :  that  as  to 
that  part  of  the  pool,  as  it  at  present  was,  which  was  not 
covered  with  water  in  1779,  it  formed  part  of  Llaethdu  farm, 
but  that  as  to  the  residue  thereof,  viz.  the  more  ancient  part 
of  the  pool,  it  formed  no  part  of  the  Llaethdu  farm,  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  had  no  title  to  or  interest  in  it.  That  he,  the 
defendant,  or  the  Melin  Adda  Company,  of  which  he  was 
a  member,  was  or  were  in  fact  seised  in  fee  of  the  ancient 
pool;  or  that,  if  he  alone  was  not,  or  he  and  the  Company 
were  not,  seised  in  fee  of  the  ancient  pool,  yet  that  the 
Mill  Company,  of  which  he  was  a  member,  having  mills 
lower  down  the  stream,  had  at  all  hours  of  the  day  and 
night  been  accustomed  to  scoiur  and  cleanse  the  upper 
part  of  the  stream,  including  its  course  through  the  pool. 
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for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  use  and  working  of  the         1842. 

mills.    The  defendant  admitted  the  deposits  made  hj  the       thomai 

stream  in  its  course  through  the  pool;  and  he  admitted  v. 

that  in  and  before  the  year  1888^  he  had  taken  part  of  the 

soil  thus  deposited  and  converted  the  same  to  his  own  use, 

and  for  which^  under  an  arrangement^  he  paid  a  royalty 

to  the  plaintiff;  but  that  since  1888^  and  particularly  in 

the  year  1886,  he  had  raised  and  taken  the  soil  in  the 

usual  and  ordinary  course  of  scouring  and  cleansing  the 

upper  part  of  the  stream  for  the  purposes  of  the  mill^  and 

that  in  so  doing  he  had  necessarily  and  lawfully  removed 

and  dislodged  parts  of  the  soil^  by  means  of  which  those 

portions  of  the  soil  had  been  exposed  to  the  action  of 

the  water^  and  had  been  with  the  water  used  by  those  to 

whom  the  water  had  come^  in  that  mixed  state. 

Issue  was  joined  in  the  cause^  and  witnesses  were  ex- 
amined on  both  sides.  After  issue  had  been  joined^  and 
publication  had  passed  in  the  cause,  an  action  of  trespass 
on  the  case  for  the  damage  done  to  the  reversionary  in- 
terest of  the  plaintiffs  was  commenced  against  the  defend- 
ant and  his  partners  by  the  plaintiffs  against  the  de- 
fendant Jones  and  his  copartners^  the  Melin  Adda  Com- 
pany, in  respect  to  the  matters  forming  the  subject  of  the 
bill. 

The  equity  suit  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Lord  Cot" 
tenham  on  the  17th  November,  1840. 

Mr.  J(ime$  Wigram  and  Mr.  Elliion,  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Mr.  Girdlestone  and  Mr.  Metcalfe,  for  the  defendants. 

By  the  decree  of  Lord  Cotienham,  dated  the  26th  Jan- 
uajy,  1841,  the  plaintiffs'  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs, 
so  fScur  as  related  to  the  lower  pool,  and  as  to  the  whole  of 
the  plaintiffs'  demands  prior  to  the  10th  October,  1888. 

VOL.  I.  MM  N.  c.  c. 
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1842,  The  bill  so  fieur  as  related  to  the  whole  of  Uaethdu  Pool,  and 
as  to  the  demands  of  the  plaintiff^  in  respect  of  such  pool^ 
since  10th  October,  1883,  was  retained  for  a  twelyemonth, 
and  in  the  mean  time  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 
proceed  to  a  trial  of  the  action  brought  by  the  plaintiffs, 
or  some  of  them,  against  the  defendant,  in  relation  to  the 
matters  in  respect  of  which  the  bill  was  retained. 

The  action  at  law  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  was  fonnd  for 
the  plaintiffs  (a). 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  equity 
resenred. 

Mr.  Simpkinsan  and  Mr.  Welsby,  {or  the  plaintiffs,  con- 
tended that  the  verdict  and  judgment  at  law  had  settled 
the  question  of  title,  and  that  the  account  and  perpetual  in- 
junction were  consequential. 

Mr.  Girdlertime,  Mr.  Metcaye,  and  Mr.  G.  Price,  for 
the  defendants,  insisted  that  the  action  had  not  really 
tried  the  question  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  intended 
to  be  tried,  vis.  what  particular  part  of  the  surface  now 
covered  with  water  consisted  of  the  old  pool  within  its 
ancient  limits,  and  what  particular  part  thereof  consisted 
merely  of  accretion. 

Feb.  25.  The  Vice  Chancellor — [After  stating  the  proceedings 

and  Lord  Cottenham^s  decree] — ^Now  this  decree  has  never 
been  sought  to  be  reheard  or  appealed  from,  as  I  under- 
stand it.  The  action  proceeds,  is  tried,  there  is  a  verdict 
and  final  judgment.  We  will  now  see  what  that  action  is 
which  Lord  Coitenham  held,  and  must  have  held,  to  be 
that  by  which  his  conduct,  or  the  conduct  of  the  Judge 
who  might  hear  the  cause  at  a  subsequent  period,  should 

(a)  The  nature  of  the  pleadings  tion  at  law  is  stated  at  length  in  the 
and  of  the  issues  joined  in  the  ac-     judgment  of  the  Vice-chancellor. 
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be  regulated.  Let  us  see  what  that  action  was,  rejecting  1842. 
the  matters  which  relate  to  the  lower  pool  and  the  narrow 
part  of  the  stream.  The  first  count  stating  the  title,  and 
the  acts  alleged  to  be  wrongful^  complains  of  them  as  to  the 
damage  and  injury  of  the  reversionj  and  concludes  for  da* 
mages.  The  defendant  pleaded  several  pleas.  Now  it  must 
be  remembered  that  those  pleas  are  pleaded^  as  the  record 
states^  on  the  24th  February^  1841^  the  date  of  Lord  Gotten- 
ham's  decree  being  the  25th  of  January  preceding.  The  first 
plea  is  the  general  issue  as  to  the  ancient  part  of  Llaethdu 
Pool;  that  is,  merely  denying  the  wrongful  acts  imputed. 
Issue  is  joined  on  that,  and  the  verdict  and  judgment  are  for 
the  plaintiffs,  establishing  against  the  defendant  that  he 
had  done  those  acts.  The  second  plea,  as  still  confined  to 
the  ancient  part  of  Llaethdu  Pool,  is,  that  the  persons  alleged 
to  be  tenants  of  it,  and  under  whom  the  defendant  would 
claim  if  they  were  tenants,  were  not  so  tenants ;  that  is, 
that  Edward  Hughes  and  Thomas  Williams  were  not,  nor 
were  either  of  them,  seised  in  their  or  either  of  their  de- 
mesne as  of  fireehold  of  the  property.  L«ue  is  joined  on 
that  plea,  and  judgment  is  for  the  plaintiffs  conclu- 
sively, establishing  against  the  defendant  the  fact  that 
they  were  so  seised  of  the  ancient  part  of  the  pool.  The 
third  plea  is  still  more  important.  The  third  plea  is,  so 
far  as  relates  to  the  ancient  part  of  the  pool,  that  at  the 
times,  when,  &c.  the  reversion  of  or  in  the  said  part  of  the 
said  closes,  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  that  is,  the  ancient 
pool,  did  not,  nor  did  the  reversion  of  or  in  any  part  thereof 
belong  to  the  plaintiffs  in  manner  and  form  as  in  the  declara- 
tion is  alleged.  Issue  is  joined  on  that,  and  the  verdict  and 
judgment  are  for  the  plaintiffs,  conclusively  and  for  ever 
establishing  against  the  defendant,  and  all  claiming  under 
him,  that  the  reversion  was  so  vested,  being,  therefore,  a 
fact  much  stronger  against  his  title  and  in  support  of  the 
plaintiffs,  than  any  other  verdict  and  judgment  could  possi- 
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1842;  biy  be^  because  any  other  verdict  and  jadgment  oonld  not  be 
matter  of  estoppel^  which  I  apprehend  this  to  be.  The  fourth 
plea  is^  that  the  reversionary  estate  and  interest  of  the  plain- 
tiffs of  and  in  the  ancient  part  of  the  pool  has  not  been,  nor 
is  injured,  reduced,  or  lessened  in  value  in  manner  and  form 
as  alleged.  Issue  is  joined  on  that  plea,  and  verdict 
and  judgment  are  for  the  plaintiffs,  conclusively  establish- 
ing against  the  defendant  that  the  reversionary  inter- 
est was  not  only  damaged  but  injured  in  manner  and  form 
as  allied.  That  relates  only  to  one  portion  of  the  pod, 
namely,  the  ancient  part,  the  entire  residue  of  the  subject 
matter  in  dispute  is  the  new  part  of  the  pool,  and  as  to 
that,  the  action  is  in  effect  confessed  in  a  subsequent  part 
of  the  pleadings  by  paying  a  sum  of  £26  into  Court  as  the 
total  alleged  amount  of  the  injurious  damage  of  which  the 
plaintifb  complained.  The  verdict  and  judgment  are,  that 
no  damage  beyond  the  £25  was  done.  That  fact,  there- 
fore, is  legally  established.  I  shall  presently  consider,  in  a 
few  words,  its  effect  in  this  Court,  but  in  establishing  the 
fact  that  no  more  damage  was  done  than  to  amount  to  the 
£25,  the  whole  record  establishes  with  it,  that,  by  the  means 
and  on  the  acts  alleged  in  this  record,  injurious  damage  to 
the  amount  of  £25  was  done ;  the  entire  case,  therefore,  is 
clearly,  so  far  as  it  is  not  confessed,  conclusively  established 
against  the  defendant.  In  this  case,  therefore,  the  right  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  an  account  and  an  injunction,  whether  in 
the  exact  words  of  the  bill  may  be  another  question,  is  dear; 
it  is  a  matter  on  which  it  is  impossible,  as  it  seems  to  me, 
to  entertain  any  reasonable  doubt.  With  regard  to  the 
amount  of  the  damage,  it  has  been  stated,  that  this  re- 
cord, viewing  it  as  a  formal  matter  of  legal  adjudication  on 
the  subject,  finds  the  damage  only  to  amount  to  £25  It. 
It  would,  therefore,  ex  fade  of  the  record,  exclude  a  matter 
of  account.  It  has,  however,  been  stated  here  to  me  by 
counsel  who  were  present  at  the  trial,  and  independently  of 
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the  faith  due  to  such  a  statement,  the  statement  is  in  itself  1842» 
highly  probable  according  to  the  ordinary  course,  that  evi- 
dence was  not  gone  into  with  a  view  to  damage;  that  the 
case  was  so  opened  to  the  Judge,  and  so  opened  on  the 
ground  that  the  action  had  been  taken  up  by  this  Court 
as  the  means  of  investigating  the  disputed  matter  of  fact, 
and  the  plaintiffs,  as  has  been  truly  said,  could  not 
help  in  the  case  of  an  action,  it  not  being  an  issue 
directed  by  this  Court,  the  defendant  papng  the  sum  of 
£25  Is.  into  Court  if  he  chose.  Considering,  therefore, 
the  action  in  that  light  as  an  action  adopted  by  this 
Court  for  that  particular  purpose,  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  Court  is  not  concluded  with  regard  to  the  amount 
of  damage  j  I  think,  however,  that  it  was  an  error  in  the 
plaintiffs  to  receive  the  £26,  as  they  intended  to  come 
back  to  this  Court,  from  the  defendant,  and  it  therefore  will 
certainly  be  part  of  my  decree,  that,  without  prejudice  to 
any  question  of  amount,  the  sum  of  £26  be  immediately 
repaid,  that  is,  be  repaid  within  ten  days  after  notice,  and 
with  liberty  to  repay  it  sooner.  I  shall  then  direct  an  ac- 
count and  an  injunction  in  terms  which  must  not  be  too 
large,  and  which  must  now  be  considered ;  and  as  no  sub- 
stantial observation  has  been  made  on  the  subject  of  costs, 
the  costs  must  follow  the  result,  and  be  paid  up  to  the  pre- 
sefit  time  by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiffs,  reserving  sub- 
sequent costs. 

I  have  omitted  to  observe  what  I  had  intended  to  state, 
that  if  the  defendant  had  meant  to  rely  on  that  part  of  his 
case  stated  in  the  answer,  which  alleged,  that  whatever  was 
the  title  to  the  soil  of  the  pool,  those  removals  of  the  soil 
were  justifiable,  and  justifiable  in  consequence  of  the  neces- 
sity arising  from  the  lower  position  of  the  mills,  and  the 
exigencies  of  that  establishment;  that  Was  matter  pleadable, 
that  was  matter  which  ought  to  have  been  pleaded,  but  no 
such  matter  is  suggested  on  the  record  which  establishes 
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1842;  that  whatever  damage  was  done  was  damage  done  unjusti- 
fiably and  injuriously. 

The  account  must  not  go  beyond  that  day  in  October^ 
1883^  which  is  mentioned  in  Lord  Cottenham^$  decree. 

Let  the  Master  take  an  account  of  the  quantity  and  value 
of  the  soil,  oxide  of  iron^  ochre,  shine,  and  other,  if  any 
other,  mineral  substance  carried  or  taken  away  by,  or  by 
the  order  of  the  defendant,  since  the  10th  of  October,  1833, 
from  or  out  of  the  pool  called  Llaethdu  Pool,  as  well  the 
old  as  the  new  part  thereof,  which  have  been  sold  or 
wholly  or  partially  prepared  for  sale  by  him,  or  by  his  or- 
der, or  for  his  use,  or  on  his  account,  and  by  the  plaintiffs* 
consent.  Let  the  defendant  be  at  liberty  to  sell  all  such  of 
the  particulars  aforesaid,  as  he  has  now  ready  prepared  or 
in  the  course  of  preparation  for  sale.  The  plaintiffs  having 
received  the  sum  of  £25  Is.  as  the  amount  of  damages 
in  the  action,  let  that  sum  be  without  prejudice  with- 
in ten  days  after  service  be  repaid  by  them  to  i;he  de- 
fendant without  prejudice  to  any  question  of  account 
in  the  cause,  and  the  defendant  is  to  pay  the  plaintiflfs' 
costs  of  the  suit  in  equity  up  to  this  time.  Then  the 
injunction  will  be  to  restrain  the  defendant,  his  agents, 
and  servants,  in  the  usual  way,  from  taking  and  carrying 
away  from  and  out  of  the  bed  and  bottom  of  the  said  pool 
or  any  part  thereof,  any  soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine, 
deposit  or  other  mineral  substance,  and  frt>m  puddling, 
loosening,  disturbing,  and  floating  olBT,  and  from  causing  to 
be  puddled,  loosened,  disturbed  and  floated  ofi^,  any  soil, 
oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shin^,  deposits  or  mineral  substances 
which  have  already  been  deposited,  or  which  may  here- 
after be  deposited,  upon  the  beds  of  the  said  pool  called 
Llaethdu  pool. 

The  decree  to  be  without  prejudice  to  any  application 
which  the  defendant  may  make  for  any  purpose  connected 
with  the  use  or  working  of  the  Melin  Adda  Mills ;  and  let 
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him  be  at  liberty  to  make  any  such  application^  and  let  1842» 
either  party  be  at  liberty  to  apply  generally.  I  do  not 
mean  at  all  to  prevent  the  defendant^  if  he  has  the  rights 
firom  going  up  the  stream  for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  wa- 
tercourse open.  The  decree  to  be  without  prejudice  to  any 
application  which  the  defendant  may  make  in  connection 
with  the  use  or  working  of  the  Melin  Adda  Mills :  And  let 
him  be  at  liberty  to  make  any  such  application^  and  let 
either  party  be  at  liberty  to  apply  generally;  and  let  the 
Master  be  at  liberty  to  state  special  circumstances.  The 
account  relates  to  so  singular  a  subject  that  it  may  be  of 
use  (a). 

(a)  The  fbllowing  case  extracted  would  grant  a  perpetual  iiquDctioa 
from  the  20th  volume  of  Segeant  after  a  verdict  at  law,  when  the 
Hill'a  MSS.,  though  not  cited  in  verdict  waa  in  an  action  brought 
the  above  caacy  was  intended  to  by  the  plaintiff  in  equity,  and  not 
have  been  dted,  if  any  argument  in  an  ivue  or  action  directed  by  th« 
had  been  addressed  to  the  Court     Court:  — 

on  the  question,  whether  the  Court  5M«/tdW,  1780. 

^  *      •  /VowJfcfr. 

LxAEDET  and  Adams  v.  Johnson  and  Another,  DoMgUu, 

Dbcrbbd  by  Eyre^  Baron,  and  Masters  Chraves  and  Leeds,  sitting  for  In  Chancery. 
Lord  ChoHceUar,  at  Lincoln's  Inn  Hall,  5th  July,  1780.  After  T.  20  G.  3.  S.  C.  BnU, 

The  plaintiff  Liardet  on  the  3rd  April,  13  Geo.  3,  obtained  a  patent  ^-  ^'  ^i^* 
for  a  cement  of  his  invention,  and  for  the  exclusive  use  thereof  for  the  '  ^'  * 
term  of  14  years  in  England,  Wales,  and  the  plantetions,  upon  the  usual 
condition  that  if  he,  his  ezecuton,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  not 
particularly  describe  and  ascertain  the  nature  of  his  invention,  and  in 
what  manner  it  was  to  be  made  and  applied,  by  an  instrument  in  writing 
under  his  hand  and  seal,  the  same  to  beinroUed  in  the  Court  of  Chancery 
within  four  calendar  months  after  the  date  of  the  letters  patent,  then  the 
letters  patent  to  determine  and  be  void. 

The  specification  was  accordingly  inrolled,  on  the  3rd  August  following, 
which  was  clearly  within  the  time,  although  the  defendant  Johnson  in 
his  answer  made  a  question  on  the  point. 

The  patent  was  assigned  by  Liardet  to  Messrs.  Adams,  10th  May,  1774, 

Liardet  having  made  some  additions  or  alterations  (as  was  alleged) 
in  the  manufacture  of  the  cement,  which  made  it  more  valuable  and  more 
perfect,  it  was  agreed  between  him  and  Messrs.  Adams,  that  they  should 
re-assign  the  patent  to  him,  in  order  tiiat  he  might  apply  to  Parliament 
for  an  enlargement  of  the  term,  and  also  to  extend  the  exclusive  right  to 
Scotland.    Such  a  re-assignment  was  accordingly  made,  Liardet  at  the. 
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«ame  time  executing  a  declaration  of  the  parpoee  thereof,  and  covenanting 
to  convey  hack  to  Messrs.  Adams  all  the  henefit  of  the  letters  patent  and 
of  the  act  of  Parliament. 

An  Act  of  Pailtament  wae  accordingly  applied  for,  and  obtained  16 
Geo.  3,  c  29,  by  which  the  exclunve  privilege  of  using  and  selling  the 
cement  as  improved  was  granted  for  18  years,  from  the  date  of  the  act, 
13th  May  1 776,  and  extended  to  Scotland,  still  on  the  condition  that  a 
specification  of  preparing  and  applying  it  should  be  inroUed  within  four 
months  after  the  passing  of  the  act 

The  new  specification  was  inrolled  on  the  4th  September^  1776,  and 
Messrs.  Adams  continued  to  make  and  sell  the  cement  as  before  the 
reassignment  to  Liardet,  allowing  him  a  certain  proportion  of  the  pro- 
fits, as  had  been  agreed  upon  between  them  when  he  first  conveyed  his 
patent  to  them.  There  had  been  no  new  conveyance  of  the  privil^e 
granted  by  the  act  according  to  Liardet's  stipulation  when  this  suit  was 
instituted. 

In  May,  1777,  the  plaintiffi  filed  their  bill  against  the  defendant  John- 
son, who  had  also  obtained  a  patent  subsequently  to  that  of  the  plaintiA 
fbr  a  cement  of  a  nature  veiy  similar^  except  that  he  had  introduced  a 
new  article  or  ingredient  into  his  composition,  and  against  the  other 
defendants  Dowses  and  Bellman,  two  workmen  of  Johnson's,  setting  forth 
the  particulars  above  stated,  complaining  that  the  defendants  had  evaded 
their  exclusive  right,  and  praying  an  account  and  an  injunction. 

Before  the  time  to  answer  was  out,  the  plaintifis  having  laid  an  affidavit 
before  the  Court  stating  the  most  material  parts  of  their  case,  as  above 
mentioned,  and  also  swearing  that  they  verily  beh'eved,  that  since  the 
passing  of  the  act,  and  the  inrolment  of  the  specification  under  it  and 
not  before,  the  defendant  Johnson,  and  the  other  two  as  his  servants, 
had  made  and  used  great  quantities  of  a  cement  similar  to  Liardet's. 
That  they  had  seen  and  examined  it,  and  that  from  such  examination  they 
believed  it  to  be  made  and  used  according  to  the  invention  of  Ltardet,  or 
on  the  same  principles,  with  very  little  addition  or  subtraction,  and  men- 
tioning certain  houses  where  they  had  employed  it.  And  the  defendant 
Johnson,  having  also  made  an  affidavit  which  tended  both  to  impeach  the 
novelty  of  Liardet's  cement,  and  also  to  prove  that  what  he  had  used  was 
materiaUy  difiTerent  from  it,  but  which  did  not  directly  deny  the  novelty 
of  the  plaintifis*  composition,  and  counsel  having  been  heard.  Lord 
Chancellor  Baihuni,  on  the  12th  June,  1777,  made  an  order  that  an  in- 
junction should  issue  to  restrain  the  defendant  Johnson  and  his  servants 
from  making,  using,  or  vending  the  composition  in  question,  as  prayed  by  the 
bill,  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  the  plaintifii  undertaking  to  bring 
an  action  at  law,  and  to  proceed  to  trial  therein  without  delay,  as  soon  as 
the  defendants  should  have  fully  answered  the  plaintiffs'  bfll,  but  such 
injunction  was  not  to  extend  to  prevent  Johnson  from  finishing  the 
houses  mentioned  in  the  affidavit,  which  he  had  begun  to  cover  with  his 
cement,  he  submitting  by  his  counsel  to  account  in  respect  of  those  houses 
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in  case  the  CoqtC  on  the  hearing  should  direct  an  acoonnt.  The  injunction         1842. 
accordingly  issued. 

The  defendants  Johnson  and  Downes  put  in  several  answers  in  Septem- 
her,  1777,  (as  did  the  other  defendant  Bellman.  I  suppose  though,  as  no 
proceedings  were  had  against  him,  his  answer  was  not  stated  in  the  briefs 
for  the  plaintiift).  Downes  swore  in  his  answer  that  he  had  acted  merely 
as  the  servant  of  Johnson. 

Upon  the  answers  coming  in,  the  plaintiff  Liardet,  agreeably  to  the  un-  BolL  N.  P.  76. 
dertaking  under  the  Lord  Chancellor's  order,  brought  an  action  on  the  case 
in  B.  R.  against  the  defendant  Johnson,  and,  after  stating  in  his  dedarar 
tion  the  first  patent,  the  act  of  Parliament,  and  that  in  pursuance  thereof 
he  had  inrolled  a  specification  of  his  invention,  he  charged  the  defend- 
ant by  the  first  count  with  *'  making,  using,  and  putting  in  practice  his 
said  invention."  By  the  second,  with  '<  making,  using,  and  puttingin  prac- 
tice part  of  his  said  invention."  By  the  third,  with  "  counterfeiting,  imi- 
tating, and  resembling  it"  By  the  fourth,  with  making,  and  causing  to  bo 
made,  additions  to  his  invention,  whereby  to  pretend  himself  the  inventor, 
and  for  pretending  himself  the  inventor,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  said  act. 

This  action  was  tried  at  the  sittings  after  H.  18  Geo.  3,  at  Westmin- 
ster Hall,  before  Lord  MatuJUld  and  a  special  jury,  and  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff. 

In  Easter  term  following  a  new  trial  was  moved  fi)r  and  granted.  Lord 
Mangfield  sajring,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  that  it  was  an  ac- 
tion brought  in  effect  by  direction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  to  be  a 
ground  for  a  perpetual  injunction ;  and  that,  therefi>re,  they  ought  to  con- 
sider whether  on  the  first  trial  the  cause  had  been  so  completely  discussed 
and  understood  as  to  be  a  ground  for  a  perpetual  injunction.  He  and  the 
rest  of  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  it  had  not. 

The  second  trial  came  on  at  the  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  18  Geo.  3, 
before  Lord  Mtuufield*  The  defendant  produced  a  good  deal  of  new  evi- 
dence ;  but  after  the  trial  had  lasted  from  nine  in  the  morning  till  past 
eleven  at  night,  the  special  jury  having  retired  for  a  very  short  time 
brought  in  another  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

No  new  trial  was  moved  for  after  the  second  verdict,  but  the  plaintiA 
in  Chancery  having  replied,  the  cause  was  at  issue,  and  the  defendants  exa- 
mined a  number  of  witnesses,  chiefly  those  who  had  been  produced  by 
them  at  the  trials  at  law,  with  a  view  to  establish  the  same  points  on  which 
tiiey  had  relied  before  the  jury.  The  pUdntiffii  only  proved  the  records  of 
tiie  action,  and  of  the  two  verdicts^ 

The  cause  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Mr.  Baron  Eyre^ 

Mr.  Man^ld^  Mr.  MaedonM,  Mr.  Jrden,  Mr.  Thomaon,  and  Mr. 
2>oi^l(0f  being  of  counsel  for  the  plaintiffi;  and  Mr.  Maddoekif  Mr.f Myon, 
and  Mr.  Mitford  for  the  defendants. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  it  was  contended,  that  the  two  verdicts 
ought  to  be  conclusive)  that  as  no  new  trial  had  been  moved  for  after  the 
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Mcond  trifd,  it  was  too  late  to  impeach  the  truth  of  the  lastverdict;  and  that 
every  fact  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  necessary  to  support  the  action, 
must  be  taken  as  proved  and  found  by  the  jury,  and  that  agreeably  to  the 
terms  and  spirit  of  the  decretal  order,  granting  the  temporary  injunction, 
that  injunction  ought  now  to  be  made  perpetual.  That,  if  it  was  competent 
to  the  defendants  to  read  any  evidence,  it  could  only  be  such  as  in  a  court 
of  law  would  furnish  aground  for  granting  a  new  trial,  such  for  instance  as 
new  evidence,  which  not  only  had  not  been  produced  before  the  jury,  but 
which  it  was  not  in  the  defendants'  power  to  have  produced,  or  evidence 
to  shew  misconduct  in  the  jury.  That,  strictly,  it  was  not  for  the  defend* 
ants  to  impeach  the  verdict  even  on  such  grounds  as  those  in  this  Courts 
and  in  this  stage  of  the  cause;  for  that  the  proper  time  and  place  was 
within  the  time  allowed  by  the  Court  in  which  the  action  at  law  was 
brought,  and  in  that  Court  But  that,  in  truth,  none  of  the  depositions 
for  the  defendants  would  be  found  to  be  of  the  tendency  just  mentioned. 
That  they,  in  general,  consisted  of  a  repetition  by  the  same  witnesses  of 
what  had  been  sworn  before  the  jury  on  the  same  questions  of  fiu^  directly 
at  issue  in  the  action  ;  and  that  the  little  new  evidence  they  contained 
(  as  for  instance  a  patent  and  specification  of  one  work  which  they  contended 
to  be  the  same  in  substance  with  the  plaintifi)  was  all  accessible  to  the 
defendants  before  the  trials  at  law.  That  if  a  court  of  equity  were  upon 
the  written  depositions  of  persons,  who  had  or  might  have  been  examined 
and  crosa-examined  before  a  jury,  to  draw  a  different  conclusion  in  point 
of  fact  from  what  the  jury  had  done,  it  would  act  in  opposition  to  the  ge- 
neral and  established  principle,  that  where  there  are  doubts  and  apparent 
contradictions  as  to  questions  of  fact  in  a  cause,  the  courts  of  equi^  are 
not  the  proper  tribimals  for  investigating  such  questions,  but  ought  to  send 
them  before  a  jury,  in  order  to  be  informed  of  the  truth  of  them.  That 
if  such  a  principle  was  applicable  on  any  occasion,  it  was  on  this  point;  for 
that  twelve  special  jurymen  must  certainly  be  much  better  judges  of  the 
nature  of  such  an  invention  as  that  in  question  than  a  single  judge  sitting 
in  a  court  of  equity.  They,  therefore,  contended  that  the  defendants 
ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  send  their  evidence. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  urged  that  the  Court  would  never 
grant  a  perpetual  injunction  on  a  verdict  at  law ;  that  it  will  always  direct 
an  issue,  first,  before  binding  the  parties  for  ever,  and  for  this  reason, 
because  the  trial  and  verdict  upon  an  issue  are  under  the  control  and 
direction  of  the  Court,  which,  if  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict,  may,  without 
the  intervention  of  the  court  of  law,  set  it  aside  and  direct  a  new  triaL 
That  the  verdict,  or  rather  the  last  verdict,  was  not  conclusive ;  that  it 
could  not  be  pleaded  in  a  new  action,  and  would  only  be  evidence.  That 
contrary  evidence  might,  therefore,  be  heard  to  contradict  it,  and  that,  if 
so,  it  would  appear  that  the  defendants'  evidence  in  the  present  case  most 
completely  contradicted  the  verdict  in  the  plaintifib'  favour,  both  as  to 
the  novelty  of  the  invention,  the  fidneis  and  deameu  of  the  tpee^aiiim, 
and  the  mwuum  hy  the  defendante,  which  three  poinU  it  was  absolutely 
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incumbent  on  the  plaintiflb  to  make  out  before  they  could  be  entitled  to  1942, 

the  relief  prayed  for.  The  cases  of  tlie  Earl  of  Bath  y.  Sherwrn^  Free, 
in  Ch.  261,  and  of  Lard  Pomfrei,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  were  cited 
as  instances  where  the  Court  had  refused  to  grant  perpetual  injunctions, 
after  several  verdicts  upon  actions  at  law. 

In  answer  to  this  part  of  the  argument  for  the  defendants,  it  was 
observed  that  Lord  Cowper,  indeed,  in  the  case  of  the  Earl  of  Both 
V.  Sherwmt  had  reftised  to  grant  a  perpetual  injunction  after  ^ve 
verdicts  in  ejectments ;  but  upon  an  appeal  the  House  of  Lords  granted 
the  injunction.  1  Wms.  673.  That  in  the  case  of  Leigkion  v.  Sw 
Edward  LeighUm^  3  Wms.  673,  Lord  Parker  had  granted  a  perpe- 
tual injunction,  after  three  concurrent  verdicts  in  ejectment,  although 
there  had  been  two  previous  verdicts  in  favour  of  the  other  party* 
That  the  reasoning  of  his  Lordship,  in  that  case,  was  extremely  appU- 
cable  to  the  present;  for  he  said  that,  as  the  two  last  verdicts  had 
been  upon  trisls  directed  by  the  Court,  he  did  not  see  what  the  Court  had 
been  doing,  unless  there  should  now  be  a  perpetual  injunction.  That 
here  the  action  and  trials  roust  be  considered  as  if  expressly  directed  by 
the  Court ;  and  that,  if  they  were  not  to  be  conclusive  in  any  one  case,  but 
must  be  succeeded  by  an  issue,  the  plaintiff  had  been  deceived  by  being 
brought  into  an  undertaking  to  bring  an  action,  the  result  of  which  could 
not  ascertain  the  right.  That  the  case  of  Lord  Pomfret  was  extremely 
anomalous,  and  could  never  be  a  precedent.  That,  in  that  case,  although 
it  was  an  action,  not  an  issue,  this  Court  liad  been  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
and  the  House  of  Lords,  on  an  appeal,  had  directed  one.  N.B.  which  was 
perfectly  irregular.  It  seemed  to  be  taken  for  granted  in  this  cause, 
by  the  counsel  on  both  sides  and  by  the  learned  Judge,  that  in  the  case 
of  an  action,  though  brought  in  consequence  of  an  order  of  the  court  of 
equity,  that  Court  cannot  grant  a  new  trial.  But  this  case  of  Lwrd 
Pomfret  seems  a  direct  authority  to  shew  that  the  courts  of  equity  may; 
for  the  Court  of  Chancery  entertained  themotion,  and  the  House  of  Lords, 
sitting  as  a  court  of  equity,  actually  granted  the  new  trial.  Indeed,  if 
the  courts  of  equity  can  set  aside  a  verdict  on  an  issue,  which  is  in  form 
of  an  action,  there  is  no  reason  why  they  should  not  in  an  action  directed 
by  themselves.  In  the  case  of  an  issue,  the  court  of  equity  will  give 
leave  to  move  the  court  of  law  out  of  which  the  record  goes  for  a  new 
trial.    Hope  and  others  v.  Cust  and  othersy  Hil.  15  G.  3. 

Note. — Some  doubto  were  at  first  started,  how  far  the  record  of  the 
action  and  verdicto  could  be  given  in  evidence  on  the  hearing,  as  they  did 
not  make  part  of  any  of  the  allegations  in  the  bill ;  but,  upon  consideration, 
those  doubto  soon  vanished,  because  the  terms  of  the  order  and  the  de- 
fendant Johnson's  answer  certainly  made  them  evidence,  because  he 
insisted  he  ought  not  to  account  for  the  profits  he  had  made,  until  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  established  at  law  their  sole  and  exclusive  right. 

On  the  question  of  the  admissibility  of  the  defendants'  evidence,  Mr. 
Baron  Egre  delivered  himself  as  follows:  "  Strictiy  speaking,  in  the  same 
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point  and  between  the  same  parties,  a  verdict  is  always  conclusiTe.  In 
cases  like  gectments  it  is  only  eyidence,  because  it  does  not  appear  on 
the  record  that  the  point  is  the  same.  If  those  verdicts  had  been  given 
after  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  they  would  have  been  conclusive,  but  they 
were  given  before  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard.  I  do  not  see  my  way 
in  a  case  so  circumstanced.  I  shall  admit  the  evidence  to  be  read.  The 
operation  it  may  have  is  a  difficult  question.  As  to  all  those  points  which 
may  have  been  discussed  at  the  trial  the  Court  may  think  it  improper  to 
attend  to  the  depositions,  and  I  reserve  to  myself  the  fullest  liberty  on 
that  matter." 

The  evidence  was  then  read  to  the  effect  as  above  stated,  and  the  de- 
fendants' counsel  pressed  strongly  for  an  issue ;  and,  besides  the  topics 
above  mentioned,  insisted  that  the  plaintiffii'  specification  was  soconfusedy 
general,  and  inaccurate^  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  defendant  to 
know  whether,  in  any  cements  he  might  be  disposed  to  use,  he  did  or  did 
not  interfere  with  the  plaintifis  and  infringe  the  injunction. 

The  plaintifb  waived  all  benefit  of  account 

Eyrey  Baron. — ^The  ordinary  relief  in  the  case  of  a  patent  is  an  in- 
junction and  an  account.  When  the  right  is  disputed  die  Court  expects 
that  to  be  ascertained  by  a  trial  at  law.  If  such  trial  has  been  had  and 
a  verdict  found  for  the  plaintifl^  before  the  bill  is  brought,  the  only  ques- 
tion is  how  is  the  invasion  to  be  prevented.  An  ii\junction  in  this  ease  is 
very  different  from  one  on  bills  of  peace,  or  to  prevent  the  bringing  of  ac- 
tions. There  it  is  a  very  extraordinaiy  remedy.  It  is  depriving  a  man 
of  a  right  common  to  all:  the  right  of  bringing  any  claim  he  may  have 
before  a  court  of  law.  The  sort  of  ii\junction  here  prayed  does  not  deprive 
the  defendant  of  any  right. 

If  the  cause  had  gone  on  to  a  hearing  the  Court  would  either  have 
directed  an  action  or  an  issue,  and  then  the  subsequent  decision  would 
have  been  according  to  the  event  of  the  trial. 

I  conceive  there  is  no  difference  as  to  the  effect  here  between  an  action 
and  an  issue*  The  latter  often  brings  a  question  more  neatly  before  a  jury ; 
it  is  an  incidental  difference,  that  in  the  case  of  an  issue  the  Judge  makes 
his  report  here,  and  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  made  here,  which  may 
be  appealed  firom. 

I  know  not  when  or  how  that  practice  was  introduced,  perhaps  it  would 
have  been  better  if  it  had  never  taken  place. 

The  granting  the  temporary  ii^unction  in  this  cause  in  the  beginning 
shews  what  I  have  before  advanced,  that  an  injunction  is  an  ordinary 
relief  in  such  cases. 

How  does  this,  in  substance,  differ  ftrom  an  action  directed  upon  the 
hearing?  If  the  cause  had  come  on  to  be  heard,  without  a  previous  trial 
at  law,  and  there  had  been  all  the  evidence  then  for  the  defendants  which 
has  now  been  produced,  and  evidence  also  for  the  plaintiff,  the  Court 
would  have  sent  it  to  law.    Suppose  there  had  been,  in  that  case,  these 
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two  ▼erdietSy  and  a  long  contested  trial,  and  the  came  had  come  on  again, 
whatever  might  have  been  the  private  opinion  of  the  Court,  (if  indeed 
they  would  take  upon  them  to  be  plasterers),  I  have  no  doubt  that  it 
would  not  have  hesitated  to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for,  viz.  **  An  injunc- 
tion and  an  account,  if  there  was  evidence  which  would  entitle  the  plain* 
tiff  to  an  account." 

It  seems  to  me  that  the  case  is  now  the  same  in  substance.  Indeed, 
I  think  the  method  which  was  taken  of  postponing  the  hearing  till  after 
the  trial  preferable.  As  to  what  has  been  said,  that  it  will  be  a  hardship 
to  tie  the  defendant  up  for  ever  from  making  the  cement,  upon  two 
trials,  if  the  plaintiffii  have  establuhed  their  right  at  law,  tiiey  are  entitled 
to  tie  him  np.     This  is  not  different  from  other  injunctions  in  like  cases. 

I  do  not  inquire  into  the  weight  and  merits  of  the  evidence  now  laid 
before  me.  I  am  glad  I  admitted  it  I  at  first  thought  the  verdict  con- 
clusive, I  do  not  now  think  it  so  conclusive  that  it  could  be  pleaded;  I 
cannot  put  a  case,  where  there  could  bo  an  opportunity  of  pleading  it 
But  it  does  not  become  me  in  a  court  of  equity  on  a  doubt  of  mine  to 
impeach  it,  I  am  not  the  proper  Judge  of  the  question. 

The  evidence  which  has  been  read  only  goes  to  the  point  of  the  verdict. 
If  there  had  been  extrinsic  evidence,  which  went  to  shew  any  ground  for 
not  granting  the  injunction,  the  case  would  be  different 

As  to  the  form  of  the  injunction  (about  which  some  difficulty  had  been 
raised  by  one  of  the  defendants'  counsel),  it  must  necessarily  follow  the 
form  of  the  temporary  injunction. 

I  do  not  know  that  the  injunction  will  benefit  the  plaintiflb,  because 
upon  an  application  to  this  Court  on  an  infringement  of  the  specification, 
it  may  be  competent  to  the  defendant  to  shew  that  what  he  has  done  is 
no  infringement,  and  then  perhaps  he  may  be  at  liberty  to  produce  the 
evidence  which  was  offered  now. 

Injunction  decreed  against  Johnson,  but  without  costs. 
Bill  dismissed  as  to  Downes,  with  costs. 


1842. 
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April  20th, 

Ma^S  Rose«.Claekb. 

Onthemtr-        JoHN  HOOD,  by  his  will,  devised  his  real  estates  to  his 

nageofA.  '     •'  ■    '  .  ,      , 

and  B.,  the  for.  daughter  Isabella,  and  her  heirs,  upon  trust,  with  the  con- 
which  coniiited  s^nt  of  Dummeller  and  Lakin,  his  executors,  to  sell  the 


JCc 


of  mJnet'due"   ^^atcs,  and  distribute  the  money  arising  from  the  sale 
amongst  his  children. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  in  the  year  1806, 
part  of  the  property  was  purchased  by  Joseph  Clarke,  who 
had  married  the  testator's  daughter  Isabella;  and  Clarke 
issue.  The  bond  and  his  father  gave  their  joint  bond  to  secure  the  amount  of 
the  purchase-money,  1705/.  14^.,  to  Dummeller  and  Lakin. 
Mary,  another  daughter  of  the  testator,  married  Mat- 
thew Hose,  and  in  contemplation  of  that  marriage,  the  in- 
been  paid  to  the  tended  wife's  fortune,  which  consisted  for  the  most  part  of 
power  was  re-     ^^^  share  of  the  monies  arising  under  the  testator's  will, 
and  amounted  in  the  whole  to  1073/.,  was  by  an  indenture 
of  settlement  of  the  11th  May,  1809,  assigned  to  William 
Hood  and  John  Bose,  upon  the  usual  trusts  for  the  in- 
tended husband  and  wife  and  their  issue.  This  settlement, 
to  which  Mary  Hood,  Matthew  Bose,  and  the  trustees,  were 

years  afterwards 

the  son  of  A.  and  B.  filed  bis  bill  agunst  C.  to  recover  the  money  dae  upon  the  bond,  alleging 
that  C.  with  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  the  settlement,  and  that  according  toiu  provisions  the 
money  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the  trustees,  wrongfully  paid  the  money  to  A.,  who  had  wasted 
it  and  become  bankrupt.  In  support  of  the  allegation  as  to  C.'s  knowledge  of  the  provisions  of 
the  settlement,  the  plaintiff  gave  some  general  evidence  connecting  him  with  that  instrument;  as 
that  he  was  brother-in-law  of  B.,  that  the  parties  married  from  his  house,  that  he  was  spoken  to 
on  the  subfect  of  the  settlement,  that  it  was  prepared  by  his  attorney,  and  that  he  was  present 
when  it  was  read  over  previously  to  execution ;  but  the  bond  was  not  produced,  nor  was  there  any 
proof  of  its  existence,  and  C,  by  his  answer  (which  was  in  evidence),  averred  that  it  had  been 
long  since  satisfied : — Held,  under  these  circumstances,  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  from 
C.  the  amount  of  the  bond. 

An  equitable  title  to  money  secured  by  bond  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  entitle  the  party  in- 
terested to  sue  the  obligor  in  equity  for  payment  of  the  money. 

Before  a  payment  by  a  debtor  to,  or  under  the  direction  of,  his  legal  creditor,  can  be  im- 
peached or  avoided  to  the  prejudice  of  the  debtor,  it  must  be  shewn  clearly  either  that  the 
debtor  was  subjected  to  the  obligation  of  seeing  to  some  particular  mode  of  application  of  the 
money,  which  was  not  pursued,  or  that  the  debtor  having  notice  of  circumstances  rendering  it 
inequitable  for  the  legal  creditor  to  receive  or  direct  the  payment,  could  reasonably  and  with 
safety  have  avoided  making  the  payment 

The  court  refUsed  to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  a  declaration  of  trust,  there  being  strong 
circumstantial  evidence  to  shew  that  the  original  instrument  was  not  stamped. 

QiMere,  whether  the  mere  fact  that  the  plaintiff  has  filed  a  replication  to  the  answer  of  a  de- 
fendant precludes  him  from  examining  that  defendant  as  a  witness. 

'1/  JS3 


of  money  due 
from  C.  to  D., 
and  secured  by 
the  bond  of  C, 
was  settled  on 
the  intended 
husband  and 
wife  and  their 


to  in  the  settle- 
ment,  but  the 
wife's  fortune 
was  therein 
stated  to  have 


served  to  the 
trustees  to  lend 
the  wife's  for- 
tune to  A.,  the 
husband,  on 
his  personal  se- 
curity.   The 
marriage  took 
effect,  and  some 
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the  only  parties,  stated  the  1073/.  to  have  been  actually  paid         1842. 
to  the  tnistees,  and  it  gave  power  to  the  trustees  to  lend 
the  money  to  the  husband  on  his  real  or  personal  security. 

Mary  Rose  died  in  1812,  leaving  issue  one  son  only, 
namely,  the  plaintiff,  who  in  February,  1833,  filed  the 
present  biU,  stating  the  following  case:  That  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  his  mother's  settlement,  the  before- 
mentioned  sum  of  1073/.  was  in  the  hands  of  Joseph  Clarke, 
and  that  the  same  or  the  principal  part  thereof  consisted  of 
money  due  from  him  on  the  before-mentioned  bond;  and 
that,  although  it  was  stated  in  the  settlement  that  that  sum 
had  been  paid  to  the  trustees,  yet  such  was  not  the  case ; 
but  that,  by  concert  or  agreement  between  DummeUer, 
Lakin,  the  trustees,  and  Clarke,  it  was  permitted  to  con- 
tinue in  the  hands  of  Clarke  on  the  security  of  the  bond : 
that  shortly  after  the  marriage,  DummeUer  and  Lakin  exe- 
cuted a  deed-poll  reciting  these  circumstances,  and  declar- 
ing that  1073/.,  part  of  the  money  secured  by  the  bond, 
was  the  same  sum  as  had  been  made  the  subject  of  the 
settlement,  and  was  held  by  them  on  the  trusts  of  the  set- 
tlement :  that  after  the  death  of  Mary  Hose,  and  while 
the  plaintiff  was  an  infant,  Joseph  Clarke,  although  he 
knew  that,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  settlement, 
the  money  ought  to  have  been  paid  to  the  trustees,  in 
order  that  the  same  might  be  invested  for  the  benefit  of 
the  plaintiff,  paid  the  1073/.  by  various  portions,  at  differ- 
ent times,  to  Matthew  Kose,  in  order  to  enable  him  to 
apply  the  same  to  his  own  use ;  and  that  Matthew  Hose 
accordingly  did  apply  the  money  to  his  own  use,  without 
giving  any  security  for  the  same :  that  these.payments  were 
made  with  the  privity  of  DummeUer  and  Lakin,  and  that 
they  did  not  interpose  to  prevent  the  making  thereof: 
that  Matthew  Rose  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  and  re- 
ceived his  certificate  without  having  repaid  any  part  of  the 
money* 

The  bUl  further  stated  the  deaths  of  Lakin  and  Dum- 
meUer, and  Hood,  one  of  the  trustees  under  the  settle- 
ment, probate  of  their  wills  by  their  respective  executors. 
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1842.        the  subseqaent  bankruptcy  of  Jobn  Bose^  and  the  receipt 
by  him  of  his  certificate  of  conformity. 

The  bill  charged  that  Dummeller  and  Lakin  colluded 
with  Joseph  Clarke  to  aid  Matthew  Rose  with  the  pay- 
ments in  question^  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff  while 
an  infant,  and  that  the  executors  of  Dummeller  and  Lakin, 
and  of  the  trustees,  (the  executors  of  Lakin  being  Matthew 
and  John  Rose,)  were  bound  to  apply  the  assets  of  their 
respective  testators  in  making  good  such  payments. 

The  bill  which  was  filed  against  Joseph  Clarke,  the  execu* 
tors  of  Dummeller,  the  executors  of  Lakin,  the  executors  of 
Hood,  and  the  assignees  under  Matthew  Rose's  bankruptcy, 
prayed  that  the  plaintiff  might  be  entitled  to  have  the  said 
sum  of  1078/.  made  good  by  the  defendants,  or  some  or 
one  of  them,  and  by  the  respective  estates  of  Dummeller, 
Lakin,  and  Hood  respectively,  or  one  of  them,  &c. 

The  defendant,  Joseph  Clarke,  by  his  answer  admitted 
(and  this  part  of  the  answer,  as  far  as  the  asterisk,  was 
read  by  the  plaintiff),  that  in  the  year  1806  he  had  pur- 
chased from  Dummeller  and  Lakin  certain  lands,  to  secure 
the  purchase-money  for  which  he  and  his  father  gave  and 
executed  to  the  vendors  their  joint  bond,  but  that  he 
could  not  at  that  distance  of  time  set  forth  as  to  his 
knowledge,  &c.  the  date  of  the  bond,  or  the  particular 
sum  for  which  it  was  given;  he,  however,  stated  that 
he  and  his  fiEither,  or  one  of  them,  sometime  afterwards, 
and  upwards  of  twenty  years  ago,  duly  paid  and  satis- 
fied, or  duly  accounted  for,  the  full  amount  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  due  upon  the  bond,  and  were  duly 
released  and  discharged  from  all  liability  thereon  by  Dum- 
meller and  Lakin ;  moreover,  that  he,  the  defendant,  mar- 
ried Isabella,  one  of  the  daughters  of  the  testator,  and  that 
in  right  of  his  wife  under  the  testator's  will  he  became  en- 
titled to  a  considerable  sum  out  of  the  testator's  estate, 
which  sum  was  not  paid  to  him  or  his  wife  by  Dummeller 
or  Lakin,  or  either  of  them ;  but  the  same  was,  to  the 
best  of  his  recollection,  allowed  to  him  in  account  with 
them  out  of  the  principal  and  interest  secured  upon  the 
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bond,  as  well  as  some  other  monies  which  the  defendant, 
at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  paid  to  some  of  the  legatees  under  the  testator's 
will  in  respect  of  their  legacies ;  but  to  whom  in  particular, 
or  in  what  respective  amounts,  or  at  what  time  or  times 
paid,  he  could  not  at  that  distance  of  time  set  forth,  as  to 
his  knowledge,  remembrance,  information,  or  belief.*  He 
denied,  to  the  best  of  his  knowledge,  information,  and  be- 
lief, all  the  other  aUegations  of  the  bill  which  materially 
affected  him.  He  admitted,  however,  that  though  he  was 
not  acquainted  with  the  contents  of  Mary  Hood's  settle- 
ment, he  knew  that  such  a  settlement  existed,  inasmuch 
as  previously  to  her  marriage  she  resided  with  him,  and 
was  in  fact  married  from  his  house.  He  relied  on  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  and  length  of  time. 

The  defendants,  Matthew  and  John  Bose,  by  their  an- 
swers, relied  on  the  certificates  under  their  respective 
bankruptcies  as  amounting  to  a  discharge  of  their  respec- 
tive liabilities. 

Before  the  cause  came  to  a  hearing  Joseph  Clarke  died; 
whereupon  the  suit  was  revived  against  Sarah  Clarke  and 
Joseph  Eice,  his  personal  representatives. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Lord  Cottenham,  C,  in  Jan- 
uary, 1840,  when  his  Lordship  decreed  that  it  should  be 
referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  in  whose  hands 
the  sum  of  1073/.,  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  was  at  the 
date  of  the  indenture  of  the  11th  May,  1809,  and  what 
had  since  become  thereof;  with  liberty  to  the  Master  to 
state  special  circumstances. 

The  Master  by  his  report  certified  that  the  sum  of  1073/. 
in  the  pleadings  mentioned  was  at  the  date  of  the  inden- 
ture of  the  11th  May,  1809,  in  the  hands  of  Joseph  Clarke, 
and  that  it  was  subsequently  at  different  times  paid  over 
to  the  defendant  Matthew  Rose,  and  that  the  last  of  such 
payments  was  made  within  four  years  after  the  date  of  the 
said  indenture. 

VOL.  I.  N  N  N.  c.  c. 
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To  tliis  report  the  defendants  Sarah  Clarke  and  Joseph 
Bice  took  several  exceptions. 

Mr.  Ru88ell  and  Mr.  Bird,  for  the  exceptions. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  James  Parker^  for  the  report. 

Mr.  Swansion  and  Mr.  Coleridge^  for  the  defendants  other 
than  the  exceptants. 

The  first  and  second  exceptions  were  taken^  on  the 
ground  of  the  Master  haying  received  the  evidence  of  Mat- 
thew and  John  Rose  in  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case. 
Their  evidence  had  been  taken  under  an  order  which  had 
been  obtained  by  the  plaintiff^  after  decree^  to  examine 
them^  saving  just  exceptions.  The  tendency  of  their  evi- 
dence was^  in  the  view  of  the  exceptants^  to  dischai^e  their 
testator's  estate  from  payment  of  the  1078/. 

For  the  exceptions. — ^The  plaintiff  may  examine  a  de- 
fendant saving  just  exceptions,  the  defendant  being  in  no 
way  interested  in  the  matter  in  the  suit ;  but  if  the  plain- 
tiff file  a  replication,  it  is  no  longer  competent  for  him  to 
say  that  the  defendant  is  in  no  way  interested :  Winterv. 
K€nt{a)y  Hardcasile  v.  8hafio{b),  Meadbury  v.  Eisdaile{c). 
[The  Vice-Chancellor. — Has  the  mere  fact  of  filing  a  re- 
plication that  effect?]  We  submit  that  the  examination 
of  the  defendant  is  altogether  inconsistent  with  filing  the 
replication. 

But,  secondly,  supposing  this  objection  to  be  untenable, 
can  the  plaintiff,  after  the  cause  has  been  brought  to  a 
hearing,  and  a  decree  has  been  taken  affecting  all  the  de- 
fendants equally,  and  power  has  been  given  to  examine  the 

(a)  2  Dick.  695  ;  see  Holmes  v.         (b)  2  Fowl.  Pr.  85. 
Corporatum  of  Jnmdel,^  Bear.         (e)  Ambl.  81 7f  n.,  Blttnt'i  cd.; 
155.  0  Mod.  438. 
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parties  in  the  Master's  office-— can  the  plaintiff  be  allowed  1843. 
to  say  that  one  of  the  parties  is  in  no  way  interested  in  the 
soit^  and  therefore  shall  be  examined  for  him  against  the 
other  parties  ?  It  would  be  extraordinary  to  say  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  made  out  a  case  against  aU,  and  having 
taken  a  decree  against  all,  may  examine  some  of  the  de* 
fendants  against  whom  that  decree  is  open,  against  the 
others.  The  bill  has  not  been  dismissed  against  these  par^ 
ties,  nor  have  they  been  released. 

For  the  report. — Upon  the  first  point,  the  authorities 
only  go  thus  far,  that,  if  the  plaintiff  has  replied,  he  is 
precluded  firom  examining  a  defendant  on  matters  in  which 
the  latter  is  interested,  and  on  which  he  has  joined  issue 
with  the  plaintiff.  But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  other 
matters :  Murray  v.  ShadweU  (a). 

Then,  upon  the  second  point,  the  claims  made  by  this 
bill  against  the  several  defendants  are  totally  distinct;  as 
distinct  as  if  several  bills  were  filed  against  them.  The 
bill  charges  Joseph  Clarke  with  having  had  the  money  in 
his  possession,  and  having  wrongfully  paid  that  money  to 
Matthew  Bose.  The  charge  against  Dummeller  and  Lakin 
is,  that  they  were  privy  to  the  misapplication  by  Clarke. 
Lakin's  estate,  therefore,  is  not  interested  in  proving  the 
misapplication.  The  interest,  if  any,  lies  the  other  way. 
If  so,  the  party  representing  Lakin's  estate  may,  upon  the 
principle  laid  down  in  Murray  v.  ShadweU,  be  examined  as 
to  this  matter ;  though,  in  other  matters  in  the  suit,  he  may 
be  interested.  But,  even  supposing  that  he  was  originally 
interested  in  this  matter,  there  is  evidence  that  he  has  ad- 
ministered Lakin's  estate:  his  interest,  therefore,  is  re- 
duced to  the  mere  shadowy  interest  of  a  trustee,  whose  evi- 
dence has  always  been  admissible  to  increase  the  testator's 
estate :  Fotherby  v.  Pate  (A)  j  Croft  v.  Pike  (c). 

(fl)  2  Vei.  &  B.  401.  (c)  3  P.  W.  180 ;  see  HaU  v.  La- 

(6)  3  Atk.  603.  wr,  3  Y.  &  C.  197. 
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1842.  Mr.  Russettj  in  reply^  said  that  the  charges  contained  in 

the  bill  involved  all  the  defendants  jointly ;  and  that  there 
was  an  express  charge  of  collusion  between  Dummeller 
and  Lakin  and  Joseph  Clarke.  He  also  contended,  that 
the  order  to  examine  Matthew  and  John  Kose  might 
exonerate  them  from  costs  personally,  but  not  the  estate 
of  their  testator.  In  the  course  of  his  argument,  he  cited 
Bannatyne  v.  Leader  (a). 

The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that  he  would  reserve  his 
judgment  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence,  but,  in 
the  mean  time,  he  would  receive  it  de  bene  esse  for  the 
purpose  of  hearing  the  other  exceptions. 

The  third  and  fourth  exceptions  were  to  the  effect,  that 
the  exceptants  having  read  certain  passages  in  the  answer 
of  Matthew  Bose  merely  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  his 
testimony  as  contained  in  his  depositions,  the  Master  re- 
ceived the  same  not  only  as  evidence  that  that  defendant 
had  made  the  statements  contained  in  the  passages  so 
read,  but  also  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  those  statements. 

The  Vice-chancellor  was  of  opinion,  that,  the  ex- 
ceptants having  tendered  and  used  the  answer  in  evidence 
before  the  Master,  for  the  purpose  stated  in  the  exceptions^ 
the  Master  was  justified  in  looking  at  the  whole  answer; 
and  he  overruled  the  exception. 

The  fifth  exception  was  to  the  effect,  that  the  Master 
had  refused  to  allow  the  answer  of  John  Bose  to  be  read 
for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  the  testimony  contained  in 
his  depositions,  unless  it  was  also  received  as  evidence  of 
the  truth  of  the  statements  contained  in  the  answer. 

It  was  agreed  that  this  exception  should  be  treated  as  if 
the  answer  of  John  Bose  had  been  actually,  like  that  of 
Matthew  Bose,  tendered  before  the  Master.    It  was  also 

(a)  10  Sim.  350. 
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ultimately  agreed  that  the  whole  answers  of  both  should  be  I  18^«^ 

considered  as  tendered  and  used  in  evidence  for  the  pur-  rosb 

pose  of  discrediting  their  testimony  as  before  mentioned.  CLMivt. 
The  exception,  therefore,  was  overruled. 

The  sixth  exception  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the 
Master  had  permitted  the  exhibit  marked  D.,  referred  to 
by  the  depositions  of  William  Dewes,  a  witness  for  the 
plaintiff,  to  be  read  and  used  as  secondary  evidence  of  the 
deed-poll  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  set  forth  in  the  plaintiff's  state  of  facts  (a). 

The  depositions  of  William  Dewes,  in  relation  to  this 
part  of  the  case,  were  to  the  following  effect : — ^That  the 
declaration  of  trust  of  the  5th  of  August,  1809,  mentioned 
in  the  pleadings,  was  in  his  possession,  either  as  successor 
to  Mr.  Webster,  who  was  solicitor  to  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  or  as  solicitor  to  the  assignees  of  Matthew  Bose 
and  John  Bose;  that  the  declaration  of  trust  was  not  now 
in  the  deponent's  possession,  but  it  remained  in  his  pos- 
session till  about  1833,  which  was  the  latest  period  he  had 
seen  it;  that  he  had  searched  for  it  in  his  oiDGice,  and  also 
among  the  papers  in  the  possession  of  the  assignees  of 
Matthew  and  John  Bose,  without  effect;  that,  at  present, 
it  was  either  lost  or  mislaid;  that  he  had  inspected  the 
document  whilst  in  his  possession,  and  that  the  same  pur- 
ported to  be  signed  by  DummeUer  and  Lakin,  whose  hand- 
writing he  knew,  but  not  to  have  been  sealed  and  de- 
livered; that  it  also  purported  to  be  attested  by  a  witness, 
whom  the  deponent  believed  to  be  Webster;  that  Dalby 
succeeded  Webster  in  his  business  of  solicitor,  and  that 
the  deponent,  who  was  an  articled  clerk  to  Dalby,  suc- 
ceeded him,  and  came  into  possession  of  the  papers  of  the 
office,  amongst  which  was  the  exhibit  marked  D. ;  that  D. 
was  in  the  handwriting  partly  of  Webster,  partly  of  Dalby, 
and  partly  of  their  clerks;  that  the  deponent  believed 
that  the  instrument,   of  which  the  exhibit  purported  to 

(a)  And  in  the  bill ;  see  anUf  p.  636. 
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1842.  be  the  drafts  was  fair  copied  and  signed  by  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  and  was  and  became  the  declaration  of  trust  before 
referred  to;  that  it  was  the  usual  course  of  business  in  the 
office  of  Webster,  for  the  clerk  who  copied  or  engrossed 
any  instrument  to  indorse  a  memorandum  on  the  draft 
of  having  fair  copied  the  same,  whether  the  fair  copy  or 
instrument  was  or  not  afterwards  executed,  and,  if  the 
instrument  was  on  a  stamp,  to  express  the  amount  of  the 
stamp  also;  that,  from  the  indorsement  on  the  exhibit 
(which  was  «'  fair  copied  5  Aug.  1809'*),  and  from  the 
charge  made  by  Webster  in  the  handwriting  of  his  clerk 
Harris,  and  from  a  receipt  purporting  to  be  signed  by* 
Webster,  which  appeared  to  have  been  exhibited  in  the 
cause,  the  deponent  thought  that  the  declaration  did  not 
bear  a  stamp. 

The  charge  alluded  to  by  Webster  in  this  deposition 
was  contained  in  a  bill  of  costs  to  the  amount  of 
2iL  78.  lOd,  made  out  and  delivered  by  Webster  to 
Matthew  Rose;  which  was  produced  in  evidence.  The 
charge  purported  to  be  for  drawing  and  copying  declaration 
of  trust  by  Messrs.  Dummeller  and  Lakin,  and  attending 
their  signing  the  same,  IL  Is. 

It  was  stated,  at  the  bar,  that  the  witness  was  not  in 
possession  of  Webster's  account  books,  though  it  appeared 
incidentally  from  the  depositions  that  he  had  inspected  them. 

For  the  exception. — ^The  witness  speaks  of  a  paper 
which,  he  says,  was  signed  by  Dummeller  and  Lakin,  but 
neither  delivered  nor  stamped.  If  you  take  his  declar- 
ation as  to  the  handwriting  of  the  signature,  you  must 
take  his  declaration  as  to  the  rest.  Now,  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  this  instrument  was  ever  executed  or  ever  acted 
on.  No  communication  of  it  was  ever  made  to  Clarke  or 
any  other  person.  Even  if  it  were  not  intended  as  a  deed, 
it  would,  as  a  declaration  of  trust,  require  a  stamp  (a).  But, 

(0)   See  Stat  4S  Geo.  3,  c.  149. 
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in  tliis  case^  the  presumption  which  ordinarily  arises,  that 
the  deed  was  properly  stamped  {Hart  y.  Hart  {a),  Bippiner 
▼.  Wright  {b)^)  is  rebutted  by  positive  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary. Besides,  this  document  is  not  a  copy,  but  a  mere 
memorandum,  drawn  up  with  a  view  to  something  being 
done  afterwards.  There  is  no  such  proof,  therefore,  of 
such  a  complete  and  valid  instrument  having  been  executed 
as  will  allow  of  secondary  evidence  being  given  in  respect 
of  it. 

Supposing  all  other  objections  to  the  instrument  to  be 
overcome,  how  can  it  be  made  evidence  against  Joseph 
Clarke?  It  is  a  declaration  of  trust  to  which  he  was  no 
parly.  It  may  be  a  feature  in  the  case  to  prove  the  plain- 
tiff's  title  against  Dnmmeller  and  Lakin;  but  what  effect 
has  it  against  Clarke  ? 

For  the  report. — ^The  presumption  is,  that  the  declar- 
ation of  trust  was  properly  stamped ;  and  the  evidence  of 
the  witness,  who  thinks  that  it  was  not  stamped,  is  not 
sufficient  to  rebut  that  presumption.  In  Hex  v.  Inha^ 
bitants  of  Long  Buckby  (c),  it  was  held,  that,  against  the 
negative  testimony  produced,  it  was  sufficient  to  set  the 
bare  possibility  of  there  being  documents  affording  con- 
trary evidence;  yet,  in  that  case,  there  was  no  proof  of 
any  books  being  lost.  Here  there  is  a  reasonable  pro- 
bability of  the  charge  for  a  stamp  having  been  made  in 
some  other  account.  The  witness  has  not  in  his  posses- 
sion Webster's  books;  but  he  has  seen  them.  Besides, 
there  is  a  possibility  that  this  instrument  was  afterwards 
stamped  by  the  trustees.  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — Have 
you  shewn  that  they  paid  the  penalty?]  The  Court  will 
presume  that  the  trustees  did  their  duty.  In  the  case  in 
Easty  the  Court  presumed  a  breach  of  duty  in  a  public  officer 
rather  than  presume  no  stamp. 

The  Vicb-Chancbllob. — It  may  be  doubtful  whether, 
upon  the  other  grounds  which  have  been  taken  indepen- 

(a)  1  Hare,  1.  (6)  2  B.  &  Aid.  478.        (c)  7  East,  45. 
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1842,  dently  of  the  qaestion  upon  the  stamp^  this  exhibit  ought 
to  be  received  in  evidence.  Upon  the  question  of  the 
stamp^  it  is  admitted  that  at  the  period  when  the  instru- 
ment of  which  this  is  suggested  to  be  a  copy  was  signed, 
if  signed*  it  required  hj  law  a  stamp ;  and  it  is  admitted, 
that,  supposing  the  Court  to  be  satisfied  that  it  was  not 
stamped,  this  which  is  alleged  to  be  a  copy  of  that  instru- 
ment cannot  now  be  received  in  evidence. 

Now  the  case  stands  thus : — a  witness  produced  by  the 
plaintiff,  who  is  acquainted  with  the  practice  of  the  ofSce  of ' 
the  solicitor  in  which  this  instrument  was  prepared,  states 
that  it  was  the  practice,  when  any  deed  which  was  engrossed 
was  stamped,  to  make  a  minute  of  the  instrument  having 
been  stamped.  Now,  the  paper  produced  contains  an  in- 
dorsement of  its  being  a  fair  copy  of  the  instrument  in 
question,  but  there  is  no  memorandum  of  its  having  been 
stamped ;  and  under  all  the  circumstances,  the  inference 
drawn  by  the  plaintiff^s  witness  upon  this  subject  is,  that 
there  was  no  stamp.  But  the  case  does  not  rest  there :  it 
appears  that  when  Mr.  Webster,  in  whose  office  the  instru- 
ment is  stated  to  have  been  prepared,  died,  he  left  several 
books  in  which  he  had  kept  his  accounts.  No  evidence 
has  been  given  of  the  contents  of  those  books.  A  bill  of 
costs,  however,  which  appears  to  have  been  made  out  by 
Mr.  Webster,  has  been  produced  by  the  plaintiff,  the  total 
amount  of  which  was  about  £30,  and  in  which  there  is  a 
charge  for  drawing  copy,  and  attending  signature  of  the 
original  of  this  instrument,  but  the  bill  contains  no  charge 
for  a  stamp.  Under  such  circumstances  it  is  impossible  for 
the  Court  to  presume  that  the  instrument  was  stamped; 
it  is  impossible  not  to  presume  that  it  was  unstamped.  The 
evidence  as  it  stands  throws  the  burden  on  the  plaintiff  to 
shew  that  the  instrument  was  stamped.  I  must  reject  the 
exhibit. 

The  case  was  then  heard  on  the  7th  and  8th  exceptions, 
(which  involved  the  merits  of  the  cause),  and  on  further 


Clarub, 


CASES   IN    CHANCEAY.  645 

directions.    The  purport  of  these  exceptions  was^  that  the         1842. 
Master  ought  to  have  certified  that  the  plaintiflp  by  his      "^T** — ^ 
state  of  facts  had  admitted  that  the  sum  of  i£1073  was^  at  v. 

the  date  of  the  settlement,  in  the  hands  of  Dummeller 
and  Lakin  upon  the  security  of  the  bond  of  the  Clarkes, 
but  that  no  other  evidence  had  been  produced  before  him 
to  shew  in  whose  hands  the  money  then  was ;  and,  further, 
that  the  Master  ought  to  have  certified  that  no  sufficient 
evidence  had  been  produced  before  him  to  shew  what  had 
become  of  the  money  since  the  date  of  the  settlement. 

In  support  of  the  Master's  finding  the  depositions  of  Mr. 
Dewes  and  others  were  read  (the  latter  being  directed  prin- 
cipally to  the  search  for  the  lost  instruments),  and  those  of 
Matthew  and  John  Rose  were  read  de  bene  esse  (a).  The 
whole  of  the  depositions  of  the  Roses  taken  together  af- 
firmed the  allegations  of  the  bilL  Several  of  their  state- 
ments, however,  were  not  evidence,  and  that  part  of  them 
which  tended  to  affect  Joseph  Clarke  with  notice  of  the 
contents  of  Mary  Hood's  marriage  settlement  was  by  no 
means  precise;  the  principal  grounds  of  the  deponents' 
belief  on  this  subject  being,  that  Mary  Hood  was  married 
from  Clarke's  house;  that  Webster,  Clarke's  solicitor, 
was  employed  to  prepare  the  settlement;  that  Clarke  had 
had  one  or  two  communications  on  the  subject  of  the  set- 
tlement with  the  deponent  Matthew  Rose,  and  that  he 
was  present  when  the  settlement  was  read  over  before  the 
marriage.  Upon  this  part  of  the  case,  Dewes  stated  that 
he  had  never  any  communication  with  Clarke  on  the  sub- 
ject, but  that  Webster  prepared  the  settlement.  Neither 
the  bond  of  the  Clarkes  nor  the  declaration  of  trust  was 
produced. 

The  material  part  of  Joseph  Clarke's  answer,  part  of 
which  was  read  for  the  plaintiff,  has  been  already  stated  {b). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument,  Thampsan  v.  Harrison  (c) 
was  cited. 

(o)  See  anU,  p.  540.        (6)  See  aniey  p.  536.         (c)  1  Coz,  344. 
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1842.  The  Yice-Chancelloe. — In  this  case,  argaed  upon  ex* 

ceptions  and  farther  directions  daring  the  last  term,  I  re- 
served my  judgment,  having  however,  as  to  the  sixth  ex- 
ception, stated  my  opinion  to  be  in  favour  of  it  for  reasons 
which  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat :  and  I  expressed  also  an 
opinion,  that  in  any  event  there  ought  not  to  be  any  costs 
of  the  exceptions  on  either  side,  and  that  the  deposit  should 
be  returned. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  it  was  admitted,  that  the 
defendants  Matthew  Bose  and  John  Rose  had  obtained 
their  certificates  before  they  wa*e  examined  in  the  Mas- 
ter's office,  and  an  arrangement  was  made  between  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  and  for  the  defendants  Clarke  and 
Bice,  by  which  they  agreed  that  subject  to  the  question  of 
admissibility  of  the  evidence  of  Matthew  Bx)se  and  John 
Hose  respectively>  their  answers  should  be  considered  to  be 
part  of  the  evidence  before  the  Court,  as  evidence  which 
the  defendants  Clarke  and  Bice,  after  the  Master  had 
overruled  their  objections  to  the  admissibility  of  Mat- 
thew Bose  and  John  Bose,  and  without  waiving  those  ob« 
jections,  tendered  before  him  for  the  sole  purpose  of  dis- 
crediting their  evidence,  that  is  of  course  the  answer  of 
Matthew  to  discredit  bis  testimony,  and  the  answer  of  John 
to  discredit  John's  testimony ;  and  as  evidence,  upon  that 
tender,  received  by  the  Master,  without  prejudice  to  the 
objections  taken  to  the  admissibility  of  the  witnesses. 

In  this  position  the  case  now  stands  for  judgment,  as 
well  upon  the  exceptions,  or  all  of  them  except  the  sixth, 
as  upon  the  further  directions. 

The  plaintiff  having  asked  at  the  bar  relief  only  against 
the  defendants  Clarke  and  Bice,  and  waived,  so  far  as  with- 
out prejudicing  the  rights  which  he  asserts  against  them 
he  can  waive,  any  relief  against  the  other  defendants,  it  is 
only  requisite  to  consider  the  matter  in  dispute  as  it  stands 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants,  Sarah  Clarke  and 
Joseph  Bice,  who  are  parties  to  the  suit  as  the  personal  re- 
presentatives of  Joseph  Clarke,  originally  a  defendant,  who 
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was  not  living  when  the  cause  came  on  before  Lord  CoU        ig42. 
tenham. 

The  plaintiff  ia  the  only  child  of  a  marriage  between 
Matthew  Boae  (the  defendant  and  witness  already  men- 
tioned) and  Mary  Hood^  which  took  place  in  the  year 
1809.  He  sues  as  interested  in  that  character  under  the 
settlement  dated  11th  May^  1809,  which  was  made  on  the 
occasion  of  the  marriage,  alleging  that  a  sum  of  i£1078 
money  settled  by  it,  which  belonged  to  Mary  Hood,  was  at 
that  time  in  the  hands  of  Joseph  Clarke,  secured  by  a  bond 
from  him  and  his  father,  to  two  persons  called  Bichard 
Dummeller  and  Nathaniel  Lakin;  alleging  farther,  that 
Joseph  Clarke  after  the  settlement,  and  with  notice  of  it, 
wrongfully  paid  the  money  to  Matthew  Rose,  with  the 
knowledge  and  privity  of  Dummeller  and  Lakin ;  and  con- 
tending that  under  the  circumstances  the  bond-debt  can- 
not be  treated  as  discharged  in  equity,  and  must  now  be 
paid  by  Joseph  Clarke's  estate. 

[His  Honor  then  read  the  material  parts  of  the  settle- 
ment  and  proceeded  thus :] — Joseph  Clarke  was  the  brother- 
in-law  of  Mary  Hood,  having  married  her  eldest  sister. 
Mary  Hood  appears  to  have  married  from  his  house.  He 
must  be  taken  to  have  been  at  this  time  awar^  at  least  in 
a  general  way,  of  the  nature  and  amount  of  her  fortune ; 
and  that  there  was  a  settlement,  though  it  might  possibly 
be  going  too  &r  to  consider  it  satisfiu^torily  proved  that  he 
was  fully  or  accurately  acquainted  with  its  contents.  But, 
however  this  may  have  been,  the  settlement  does  not  men- 
tion or  refer  to  Joseph  Clarke,  or  any  bond  or  debt  from 
him.  The  money,  which  is  the  immediate  subject  of  the 
settlement,  is  in  explicit  terms  stated  by  it  to  have  been 
before  its  execution  paid  by  her  into  the  hands  of  the  trus- 
tees of  the  settlement,  namely,  John  Rose  (the  defendant 
akeady  mentioned)  and  William  Hood.  The  reading  of 
this  instrument,  therefore,  would  certainly  not  shew  that 
any  money  due  from  Joseph  Clarke  to  Dummeller  and 
Lakin  was,  if  in  fact  it  was,  intended  to  be  affected  by  it. 
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1842.  It  is  unnecessary  to  repeat,  that  neither  Joseph  Clarke  nor 
Dummeller  nor  Lakin  was  a  party  to  the  settlement.  I 
may  here  state  that  the  plaintiff's  mother,  Joseph  Clarke's 
father,  and  William  Hood,  the  trustee,  as  well  as  Dummel- 
ler and  Lakin,  died  before  the  institution  of  the  suit. 

[His  Honor  then  read  the  passage  from  Joseph  Clarke's 
answer,  before  set  out  (a),  and  the  principal  statements 
in  the  bill,  and  proceeded  thus:] — ^I  do  not  find  that  the 
bill  alleges  the  bond  to  be  lost,  mislaid,  or  destroyed,  or 
alleges  it  to  be  in  the  possession  or  power  of  Joseph  Clarke. 
I  may  here  observe  also,  that  the  accident  of  his  decease 
cannot  give  the  plaintiff  any  greater  or  better  equity  in 
this  suit  than  the  plaintiff  otherwise  would  have  had,  and 
that,  as  I  apprehend,  an  equitable  title  to  money  secured  by 
a  bond  is  not  of  itself  sufficient  to  entitle  the  party  so  in- 
terested to  sue  the  obligor  in  equity  for  payment  of  the 
money.    There  must,  I  conceive,  be  something  more. 

The  bond  is  not,  and  has  never  been,  forthcoming  in  this 
suit.  Whether  it  is  in  existence  is  uncertain,  and  the  in- 
formation which  the  Court  has  of  its  nature  and  contents 
is  defective.  But  probably  it  was  a  common  money-bond 
from  Joseph  Clarke  and  his  father  to  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  not  containing  any  notice  of  an  equitable  title  to 
any  part  of  the  money  secured  by  it,  though  possibly  it 
may  have  described  them  as  the  executors  or  trustees  of 
the  will  of  Mary  Hood's  father. 

Some  evidence  chiefly  formal  was  entered  into  previously 
to  the  hearing  of  the  cause  before  Lord  Coiienham.  He 
probably  thought  that  the  deposition  of  Marshall  to  the 
flfth  interrogatory  did  not  contain  anything  material  as 
against  Joseph  Clarke  or  his  estate,  and  that  the  residue  of 
the  depositions  before  his  Lordship  (so  far  as  tending  to 
prove  anything  in  dispute)  was  scarcely  of  more  account. 
Such  certainly  is  my  view. 

[His  Honor  then  read  the  decree,  the  report,  and  the 

(a)  Ante,  p.  536. 
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exceptions^  and  proceeded  thus  :] — ^The  Master^  it  appears  1842. 
from  what  has  been  stated,  had  before  him  evidence  taken  ^"r^^ 
after  the  hearing,  as  well  as  that  taken  previously.  Of 
the  evidence  taken  subsequently  to  the  hearing,  it  is  only 
necessary  to  refer  to  portions  of  the  depositions  of  the 
defendant  Matthew  Rose,  the  defendant  John  Bose,  and 
Mr.  Davis,  neither  of  whom  had  been  examined  previously. 
[EQs  Honor  then  read  portions  of  their  depositions,  and 
proceeded :] — ^Now  as  to  the  declaration  of  trust  mentioned 
in  these  depositions,  if  it  was  executed  by  Dummeller  and 
Lakin,  it  is  certainly  not  proved  that  that  fact  was  ever 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  Joseph  Clarke  before  he  paid 
the  money  in  question.  The  settlement  of  itself  would  not 
preclude  Dummeller  and  Lakin,  who  were  not  parties  to 
it,  from  enforcing  the  bond-debt  of  Clarke,  or  directing 
Clarke  to  pay  it  as  they  chose.  They  might  have  arrested 
him  upon  it :  and  before  a  payment  by  a  debtor  to  or  under 
the  direction  of  his  legal  creditor  can  be  impeached  or 
avoided  to  the  prejudice  of  the  debtor,  it  must  be  shewn 
clearly  either  that  the  debtor  was  subjected  to  the  obliga- 
tion  of  seeing  to  some  particular  mode  of  application  of  the 
money,  which  was  not  pursued,  or  that  the  debtor,  having 
notice  of  circumstances  rendering  it  inequitable  and  im- 
proper for  the  legal  creditor  to  receive  or  direct  the  pay- 
ment, could  reasonably  and  with  safety  have  avoided  mak- 
ing the  payment.  Has  this  been  done  here?  It  appears 
to  me,  on  the  whole  case,  that  I  must  in  this  suit  take  the 
bond  to  be,  and  at  the  time  of  the  cdmmencement  of  this 
suit  to  have  been,  incapable  of  being  successfully  put  in 
suit  at  law:  secondly,  that  neither  fraud  nor  collusion  has 
been  established  against  Joseph  Clarke,  the  obligor :  thirdly, 
that  the  whole  amount  due  upon  the  bond  must,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  suit,  be  taken  to  have  been  actually  paid 
by  him,  either  to  the  obligees,  or  with  their  knowledge  and 
consent :  fourthly,  that,  as  against  Joseph  Clarke  or  his 
estate,  it  is  not  satisfactorily  proved  that  the  obligees  ought 
not  or  were  bound  in  equity  not  to  have  received  or  con- 
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1842.        rented  to  the  payment :  fifthly^  that  if  they  acted  impro- 
"  R^jB^      perly  in  receiving  or  consentiDg  to  the  payment^  or  if  the 
9.  money,  after  having  been  paid^  was  not  applied  as  it  onght 

**"*  to  have  been,  there  is  still  no  satisfactory  proof  that  Clarke 
when  he  paid  it  was  so  affected  and  circumstanced  as  to  ren- 
der the  payment  void  in  equity  as  to  him,  or  was  under  the 
obligation  of  seeing  to  any  particular  mode  of  applying  the 
money  after  it  had  been  paid.  If  these  conclusions  are,  as 
I  believe  them  to  be,  correct,  there  is  an  end  of  the  suit. 
And  I  have  arrived  at  them,  upon  a  review  of  all  that  is 
before  me,  assuming  the  Master  to  have  properly  received 
all  the  evidence  that  he  did  receive.  Had  I  therefore  con- 
sidered the  sixth  exception  as  proper  to  be  overruled,  and 
not  allowed,  my  decision  upon  the  residue  of  the  cause 
would  be  what  it  now  is ;  nor,  in  my  view  of  the  whole 
merits  is  there  any  necessity  to  decide,  and  I  therefore 
abstain  from  deciding,  whether  the  Master  was  or  was  not 
right  in  admitting  the  evidence  of  Matthew  Bose  and 
John  Bose,  or  either  of  them.  I  think  it  immaterial  to 
the  substance  of  the  case  whether  their  testimony  is  to  be 
considered  as  wholly  admitted,  wholly  rejected,  or  partially 
admitted  and  partially  rejected.  If  their  evidence  was 
well  admitted,  it  is  still  for  the  Court  to  judge  of  the  weight 
belonging  to  it,  having  due  regard  to  all  the  circumstances. 
I  have  carefully  considered  their  depositions,  especially  on 
the  third  interrogatory.  It  was  right  that  I  should  do  so, 
without  forgetting  their  date — ^the  time  of  Joseph  Clarke's 
death — ^the  state  in  which  the  cause  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  Lord  Cottenham — the  frame  of  the  bill — ^the  answers 
of  Joseph  Clarke,  and  the  other  particular  circumstances. 
The  result  is,  that  these  depositions,  if  evidence,  are  evi- 
dence to  which,  in  my  judgment,  I  pannot  attribute  any 
weight.  I  may  add,  that  if  the  fact  of  the  1078/.  being  in 
Joseph  Clarke's  hands,  bound  by  the  trusts  of  the  settle- 
ment, existed  and  was  known  to  him,  and  he  was  aware 
of  the  particulars  of  those  trusts,  he  was  aware  that  the 
trustees  were  authorized  to  advance  the  whole  money  to 


Hudson  c;.  Martin. 
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Matthew  Rose  on  his  personal  security,  or  to  apply  it  for        1842. 
the  sole  use  of  his  wife. 

I  have  not  omitted  to  compare  the  depositions  on  the 
third  interrogatory  with  the  interrogatory  itself,  which  con- 
tains this  question,—-'' Whether  or  no  did  the  said  William 
Hood  and  John  Bose  consent  to  such  payment  or  pay- 
ments.'^  The  question  is  not  answered.  It  is,  in  my 
opinion,  avoided;  and  the  depositions  of  both  John  and 
Matthew  (though  that  of  Matthew  contains  the  word  ''  pri- 
vity'')  are,  as  I  conceive,  consistent  with  the  fact  of  the 
whole  money  having  been  paid  to  Matthew  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  trustees. 

On  the  whole,  the  order  which  I  make  upon  the  excep- 
tions and  further  directions  is  this : — 

The  couiMel  for  the  plaintiff  having  waived  any  relief  in  this  cause 
against  any  of  the  defendants  other  than  Sarah  Clarke  and  Joseph  Rice, 
save  such  relief  as  may  he  necessary  in  order  to  obtaining  relief  against 
Sarah  Clarke  and  Joseph  Rice  in  this  suit,  and  the  Court  being  of  opinion 
that  whether  the  exceptions  or  any  of  them  are  or  are  not  good  or  suf- 
ficient in  law,  the  plaintiff  is  upon  the  whole  case  not  entiUed  to  any 
relief  against  Sarah  Clarke  and  Joseph  Rice ; — ^let  the  bill  be  dismissed 
as  against  all  the  defendants,  other  than  Sarah  Clarke  and  Joseph  Rice, 
without  prejudice  to  a  new  hill,  uid  as  against  the  defendants  Sarah  Clarke 
and  Joseph  Rice  absolutely.    And  let  the  deposit  be  returned  to  them. 

It  is  not  a  case  for  costs.  What  I  now  do  will  not,  I 
apprehend,  prejudice,  nor  do  I  intend  that  it  should  pre- 
judice, any  suit  which  the  personal  representatives  of  the 
snrriving  obligee  may  think  fit  to  institute  at  law  or  in 
equity  against  the  representatives  of  Joseph  Clarke. 


Ihe.  16M. 


JjlLb.  MONTAGU  moved,  under  the  8th  of  the  Orders  of  Practice  in  this 
August,  1841,  for  leave  to  enter  an  appearance  for  the  de-  terlng  an'apt"" 
fendant.  ?v'?5f*r"S?*' 

the  8th  of  the 
Orders  of  Aa<« 

Tbb  Yics-Chancillob  said,  that,  with  a  view  to  prevent  riit,  I8«i,  ai- 
the  serious  consequences  which  might  otherwise  arise  to  a 
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1842.  defendant^  he  had  on  former  occasions  thought  it  desirable, 
and  also  competent  to  the  Court  within  the  terms  of  the 
order,  to  direct  an  intermediate  service  of  a  copy  of  it  to 
be  made  on  the  defendant  before  it  was  strictly  carried 
into  execution  against  him  (a).  It  had  come,  however,  to 
his  Honoris  knowledge  that  the  Lord  ChancelUjr  had  taken 
a  different  view  of  the  construction  of  the  order,  consider- 
ing it  imperative  on  the  Court.  His  Honor  thought  that 
the  Lord  Chancellor  was  most  probably  right  in  his  con- 
struction ;  but  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  the  practice  of  the 
Lord  Chancellor  must  regulate  the  practice  of  this  Court. 
His  Honor  therefor^  made  the  order  as  prayed. 

(a)  See  ante,  p.  203. 


j  PiDOELEf  V.  Bawling. 

Uponthecon.  JOHN  MOOBE  PID6ELET  by  his  will,  after  devising 
wiircomprising  certain  real  estates  and  certain  chattels  to  his  son  and  daugh- 

ofr«itf  ^and  ^^^'  ^*^®'  dcviscd,  and^cqucfathcd  all  the  residue  of  Ids  real 

perionaity:—  and  personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  raise  and 

certain  penona  sct  apart  out  of  his  rcsiduary  real  and  personal  estate  the 

teSTin  remS'-  8^™  of  iBSOOO,  and  pay  the  interest  thereof  to  his  daugh- 

d*'  *bS*  '*f "  *®^  ^^^  ^^*  ^^'  ^^  separate  use,  and,  after  her  decease,  to 

poned  pecu-  divide  the  capital  between  her  two  children  Emma  and 

and  therefore'  Eliza,  wbo  Were  to  take  vested  interests  at  twenty-one ;  the 

notVwManr*  ^^^^  ^^  either,  dying  under  twenty-one,  to  take  the  parents' 

partieitoaiuit  prospective  share;  and  in  case  both  should  die  under 

fortheadmi-       '^       ^ 

nittrationofthe  twcnty-oue,  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  the  sum  so  di- 

tetuto  lastetf.  ^^^^  ^^  ]^  raised  to  go  in  the  same  manner  as  the  testa- 

7.  A/u^  J<ri.  tor  had   thereinafter  directed  concerning  the  residuary 

real  and  personal  estate.    The  testator  then  directed  hia 

trostees  to  raise  and  set  apart  in  like  manner  two  sums  of 

jeSOO  and  £500  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  two  grand-chil. 
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dren  and  their  issue^  with  a  like  proviso  in  the  event  of  1842. 
their  dying  under  twenty-one^  without  leaving  issue.  The 
testator  then  devised  and  bequeathed  all  the  residue  of  his 
real  and  personal  estate  upon  trust  for  his  son  for  life^  with 
remainder  to  his  children  attaining  twenty-one,  as  tenants 
in  common^  or  the  issue  of  children  dying  under  twenty- 
one,  with  remainder  in  favour  of  his  daughter  and  her 
children,  in  case  his  son  shodfl  leave  no  children  or  issue 
taking  vested  interests.  And  in  case  the  testator's  son 
should  not  have  any  child  which  should  live  to  attain 
twenty-one,  or  should  die  under  that  age  leaving  lawful  is- 
sue, and  the  two  children  of  his  said  daughter  should  both 
die  under  that  age  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  and  not 
otherwise,  the  testator  gave  sums  of  i£500  and  £100  to  the 
defendants  Henry  and  Williain  Bawling,  who  were  the  ex- 
ecutors and  trustees  of  the  will,  and  also,  as  the  bill  stated, 
certain  charitable  and  other  legacies;  and  subject  to  the 
aforesaid  charges,  he  directed  his  trustees  to  stand  seised 
of  his  real  estates,  upon  trust  to  sell  the  same,  and  divide 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  amongst  the  several  persons  named 
in  the  will. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  the  testator's  son  against  the  exe- 
cutors, and  the  several  persons  interested  in  J;he  residue  of 
the  testator's  estate,  praying  that  the  will  nnght  be  esta- 
blished and  the  trusts  of  it  carried  into  execution,  and  for 
accounts  of  the  testator's  real  and  personal  estate,  and  for 
the  administration  of  his  estate,  &c. 

Upon  the  cause  coming  on  for  hearing — 

Mr.  Wilbraham  (with  whom  was  Mr^  Moore),  for  the 
executors,  insisted  that  the  legatees  of  the  ^*  charitable  and 
other  legacies''  ought  to  have  been  made  parties  to  the 
suit,  they  being,  as  he  contended,  legatees  in  remainder  of 
the  residue. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  FoUett,  for  the  plaintiff. 
VOL.  I.  o  o  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  Mr.  7V^  for  other  parties  observed,  that  the  objection 

PiDOBLK     ^^  ^^^  tenable  was  cured  by  the  80th  of  the  Orders  of 
V-  Auffust.  1841.  this  being  a  mixed  fand  of  realty  and 

personalty. 

The  Vice-chancellor  said,  that  it  was  not  necessary 
to  resort  to  the  New  Orders  to  decide  this  point.  He  was 
clearly  of  opinion  that  these  were  merely  postponed  legatees, 
and  not  legatees  in  remainder ;  and  he  overruled  the  objeo- 
tion. 


Jpril  30th.  ThORNBUBT  V.  BeVILL. 

Specific  per-  X  HE  plaintiff,  who  was  an  attorney,  had  carried  on  his 

formance  of  «n  *                                                               " 

agreement  re-  busincss  in  Chanccry-lane  for  some  time  previous  to  the 


noThaTing**™'  '^^  ^f  July,  1888,  at  which  time,  he  being  in  ill  health,  an 
b**the  ^ntwr  ^w^^g^n^ent  was  entered  into  on  his  behalf  with  the  de- 
in  due  droe,       feudant  Charles  Bevill,  under  which  the  latter  was  to 

nor  any  accept-         ....  -  ^       i       .  m. 

ance  by  him  assist  him  in  managing  the  business.    An  agreement  in 

the  drfiidlU*"  writing,  dated  the  7th  of  July,  1888,  was  accordingly  drawn 

*ifini^  t1  '^^"ft'  ^P  *^^  signed  by  the  parties,  or  on  their  behalf,  whereby 

the  defendant  it  was  agreed  that  the  business  should  in  future  be  carried 

agreement,  at-  OH  solcly  by  the  defendant,  in  the  name  and  under  the 

lyTe'te^roV  ^^  ^f  Thombury  &  Bevill;  and  that  the  clear  profits 

Id  l^^^K^  ***  thereof  should,  at  the  expiration  of  each  year,  be  divided 

quiesced  in  the  equally  between  the  parties.    In  pursuance  of  this  agree- 

terms.  mcut,  the  defendant  entered  upon  the  sole  conduct  and  ma- 

the?1ncoJirt^of  ^^^gfi^J^c^t  of  the  busiuess,  and  continued  to  carry  on  the 

equity  will  en-  game  uudcr  the  firm  of  Thombury  &  Bevill. 

force  the  spe- 
cific perform- 
ance of  an  agreement,  that,  upon  the  retirement  of  a  solicitor  from  a  copartnership,  the  remain- 
ing partner  shall  carry  on  the  business  in  the  name  of  the  retiring  partner. 

QiMere,  whether  the  signature  of  an  attorney  to  a  statement  at  the  foot  of  a  draft  agreement, 
signifying  hit  approval  of  the  draft  on  behalf  of  hit  client,  is  a  signature  within  the  Statute  of 
Frauds. 
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Disputes  having  afterwards  arisen  between  the  parties,  1842. 
which  led  to  an  action,  and  Mrs.  Thombury,  who  was  the 
sister  of  the  defendant,  having  instituted  proceedings  in 
the  ecclesiastical  court  against  the  plaintiff,  these  matters 
were  proposed  to  be  made  the  subject  of  an  agreement,  of 
which  the  draft  was  to  the  following  effect,  viz. : — 

That  all  further  proceedings  in  the  action  should  be 
stayed ;  that  the  suit  commenced  in  the  Prerogative  Colurt 
be  discontinued;  that  the  agreement,  dated  the  7th  of 
July,  1838,  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  on  the  follow- 
ing terms — ^viz.  that  the  partnership  thereby  created  should 
be  put  an  end  to  and  determined,  and  that  the  business 
at  16,  Chancery-lane,  should  belong  exclusively  to  Mr.  Bevill, 
who,  in  consideration  thereof,  agreed  as  follows  ,*  to  allow 
yearly  during  the  life  of  Thombury,  determinable  on  the 
death  of  Bevill,  the  clear  sum  of  £60,  to  be  paid  to  him  by 
equal  half-yearly  pajrments,  for  securing  which  Bevill  was 
to  execute  such  deed  as  should  be  agreed  upon;  that 
Bevill  should  also  pay  to  Mrs.  Thombury  "  the  yearly 
sum  of  £40  during  the  life  of  the  said  Oeorge  Thom- 
bury, determinable  on  the  death  of  the  said  Charles  Bevill, 
or  as  long  as  she  shall  conduct  herself  to  the  joint 
satisfaction  of  the  said  Charles  Bevill  and  Thomas  Kirk 
(the  plaintiff's  solicitor),  in  full  discharge  of  any  claim  to 
marital  rights  which  she  may  have  upon  the  said  Greorge 
Thombury.'*  Then  followed  provisions  for  the  apportion- 
ment between  the  parties  of  the  partnership  profits  to  the 
7th  of  July,  1838,  and  that  Thornbury  should  permit  and 
suffer  Bevill  to  use  his  name  and  carry  on  the  business 
under  the  firm  of  Thornbury  &  Bevill  for  such  time  as 
Bevill  should  think  fit,  Bevill  giving  to  Thombury  such 
indemnification  as  should  be  settled  upon  between  the 
solicitors  of  the  parties;  and  that  Thombury  should  enter 
into  the  same  covenants  and  penalties  as  were  contained 

o  o  2 
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1842.        in  tlie  agreemtot  of  July,  and  were  entered  into  on  his 
behalf. 

This  draft  agreement  having  been  drawn  np  by  the 
plaintiff's  solicitor^  Mr.  Elirk^  was  sent  to  the  defendant's 
solicitor^  Mr.  Thomdike,  who,  having  introduced  certain 
alterations,  returned  it  to  Kirk  with  the  following  memo- 
randum, signed  by  him  at  its  foot : — "  I  approve  this  draft, 
as  altered  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bevill ;  but,  if  objected  to, 
the  part  relative  to  the  annuities  and  business  must  stand 
over— A.  S.  Thomdike,  80th  November,  1889.''  Tlie 
draft  BO  altered  was  subsequently  signed,  as  approved  by 
Mr.  Kirk,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  but,  when  it  was  so 
sjgned,  did  not  appear  in  evidence,  except  that  it  was 
some  time  before  the  institution  of  the  sftiit. 

On  the  2nd  of  December,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  sent  to 
the  defendaaxt's  solicitor  two  drafts,  purporting  to  be  fair 
QO}»es  of  the  draft  which  had  been  returned  by  the  latter, 
but  with  the  omission  of  a  penalty  clause,  and,  as  alleged 
by  the  defendant,  with  some  other  variations.  On  the 
following  day,  the  defendant  himself  having  re-altered  the 
copies  so  as  to  make  them  correspond  with  the  original 
draft  agreement,  as  previously  approved  by  his  solicitor, 
retained  one,  and  returned  the  other  to  the  plaintiff's 
solicitor,  accompanied  with  the  following  letter,  written 
by  the  defendant : — ''  Dear  Sir, — Myself  and  Thombuiy. 
The  duplicate  of  the  inclosed  has  been  signed  by  Mr. 
Thomdike,  and  is  in  my  possession.  Yours  truly,  Charles 
Bevill.?' 

On  the  80th  of  December,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  de- 
livered to  the  defendant  another  fair  copy  of  the  draft 
agreement  in  the  form  in  which  it  had  been  signed  by 
Thomdike,  for  the  purpose  of  having  such  fair  copy  signed 
by  Thomdike,  and  retained  for  the  plaintiff's  use  as  an 
cmginal  copy.    The  plaintiff's  solicitor  also,  on  the  2nd  of 
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January^  1840,  delivered  to  the  defendant's  solicitor  a        1842. 
draft  deed  of  dissolution  of  the  partnership  for  his  ap* 
proval. 

On  the  11th  of  January,  the  defendant's  solicitor  wrote 
to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  as  follows : — "  Dear  Sir, — BeviU 
&  Thombury.  I  have  perused  the  draft  deed  of  disso- 
lution of  partnership,  which,  I  conceive,  is  not  conformable 
to  the  arrangement  you  suggested  for  the  settling  the  dif- 
ferences between  these  parties.  Circumstances  have  also 
transpired  which  militate  against  the  probability  of  the 
business  producing  a  sufficient  profit  to  enable  the  resident 
partner  to  pay  an  annuity  of  i£100,  so  that  he  has  come  to 
the  determination  of  quitting  the  business  at  the  ex* 
piration  of  six  months,  pursuant  to  a  notice  to  be  hereafter 
given.    I  am,  &;c.,  A.  S.  Thomdike.'' 

On  the  2l8t  of  January,  the  plaintiff's  soUdtor  having 
in  the  interim  written  to  the  defendant's  solicitor^  request- 
ing to  know  whether  it  was  intended  to  return  the  draft, 
and  proceed  to  complete  the  arrangement,  the  defendant's 
solicitor  returned  the  draft  deed  and  the  copy  of  the  draft 
agreement,  accompanied  by  the  following  letter : — "  Janu- 
ary 2l8t,  1840.  Dear  Sir, — I  cannot 'alter  that  part  of  my 
letter  relative  to  the  draft;  and  am  still  of  opinion,  that 
its  contents  are  not  consistent  with  the  arrangement  we 
Bugg^ted  for  the  settling  the  differences  between  these 
parties.  I  now  return  you  the  draft  deed  with  the  agree- 
ment sent  for  my  signature,  referring  you  to  my  first  letter 
on  the  subject.  I  beg  to  inform  you  that  Mrs.  Thombury 
complains  of  that  part  of  the  arrangement  which  reduces 
her  income.  As  my  client  considered  that  he  was  acting 
in  every  way  for  her  benefit,  he  now  feels  much  annoyed 
at  the  part  she  has  taken,  and  finds  that  he  has  no  au- 
thority to  execute  any  document  relating  to  her." 

The  plaintiff  now  brought  his  bill  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  agreement,  either  according  to  the  terms 
of  it,  or  with  such  variations  as  the  Court  should  think  fit. 
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^^^'  ^  The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the  plaintiff; 

by  altering  the  copy  of  the  agreement  as  signed  by  Thorn- 
dike,  had  waived  the  benefit  of  it,  if  it  ever  had  subsisted 
as  a  legal  agreement ;  and  that  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  at 
any  time  subsequently  acquiesced  in  the  alterations  made 
by  Thomdike,  he  had  never  expressed  his  willingness  to 
execute  the  agreement  within  a  reasonable  time ;  and,  fur- 
ther, that  Mrs.  Thombury's  objections  rendered  it  impos- 
sible for  him  to  perform  the  agreement. 

In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  James  Fluker,  clerk 
to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  stated  generally,  that  the  assent 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  agreement,  as  altered  by  the  solicitor 
of  the  defendant,  was  fully  notified  to  the  defendant. 

The  Law  List  of  1840  was  also  produced  on  behalf  of  the 
plaintiff,  with  the  view  of  shewing  that  the  name  of  Thorn- 
bury  was,  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement,  omitted  from  itj 
and  that  of  Bevill  only  inserted  in  that  year's  List. 

On  the  part  of  the  defendant  his  solicitor  stated,  that  no 
person  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  had  ever  informed  him 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  the  alterations  made  by  the  de. 
ponent  in  the  draft  agreement ;  and  that  no  offer  was  at 
any  time  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  sign  the  agreement  aa 
altered  by  the  deponent.  And  Thomas  Morris,  a  clerk  to 
the  defendant's  solicitor,  after  stating  that  he  had  attested 
the  signature  of  Thomdike  to  a  copy  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant,  which  copy  had  been  al- 
tered by  the  deponent  by  the  orders  of  the  defendant 
himself,  stated  as  follows : — ^^  After  the  said  copy  agreement 
had  been  so  signed  by  Mr.  Thomdike,  I  went  by  the  di- 
jrection  of  the  defendant,  Mr.  Kirk,  to  know  if  he  were  pre- 
pared to  exchange  the  agreements  executed.  The  said 
Mr.  Kirk  said,  that  he  had  sent  the  said  agreement  to  Mr. 
Thornbury  for  his  approval;  and  that  when  he  received 
it  back,  the  defendant  should  hear  from  him.  I  afterwards 
went  several  times  to  the  said  Mr.  KiriL,  but  I  could  not 
obtain  the  said  duplicate  agreement  from  him." 
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The  defendant's  counsel  likewise  produced  in  evidenee        1842. 
a  copy  of  the  draft  deed  of  dissolution  of  partnership  (hav-    thor^'-b  ' 
ing  previously  given  notice  to  the  plaintiff  to  produce  the  «• 

original),  in  which  several  variations  from  the  draft  agree- 
ment appeared ;  as,  that  notice  of  the  dissolution  should 
be  given  in  the  Gazette ;  that  the  defendant  should  indem- 
nify the  plaintiff  against  future  rent,  &c. 

Evidence  was  also  given  for  the  defendant  of  Mrs.  Thorn* 
bury's  objections  to  the  terms  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  /StmpAtntfon,  and  Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^It  is 
clear,  so  fisur  as  the  defendant  is  concerned,  that  he  signed 
the  agreement.  The  draft  was  signed  by  his  solicitor, 
Thomdike.  The  fair  copy  must  at  all  events  be  taken  to 
have  been  signed  by  himself;  the  signature  being  recog- 
nised by  his  letter  of  the  3rd  December.  The  cases  go 
much  further  than  the  present :  Coleman  v.  Vpcot  {a), 
Palmer  v.  Scott  (b).  [The  Vtce-Chancellor. — It  has  been 
settled  by  several  cases,  that  if  the  agreement  be  in  the 
form  of  a  proposal,  in  order  to  bind  the  party  who  made 
it,  it  must  be  accepted  in  the  very  terms  of  it;  and  be 
accepted  in  good  time :  Kennedy  v.  Lee  (c)].  That  the 
plaintiff  accepted  it  in  good  time,  is  shewn  by  Kirk's  ap- 
probation at  the  foot  of  the  draft  which  was  returned 
approved  by  Thomdike,  and  by  what  took  place  between 
the  parties  as  to  the  fair  copies.  The  exclusion  of  the 
penalty  clause  firom  these  copies,  by  Eork,  is  immaterial; 
as  it  was  afterwards  inserted  in  both  the  fair  copies  of 
the  defendant  himself,  and  also  inserted  in  the  draft 
deed.  Then  it  is  clear,  firom  Fluker's  evidence,  that  the 
assent  of  the  plaintiff  was  communicated  to  the  de- 
fendant. The  facts  which  he  states  lead  inevitably  to  that 
conclusion.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  could 
not  afterwards  have  turned  round  and  said,  that  he  had 

(a)  5  Vin.  Abr.  527,  pi.  17.  (b)  1  Ruis.  &  M.  39K 

(c)  3  Mer.  441. 
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1842.        not  assented  to  the  agreement,  even  though  it  contained 

Thornbuey    *^®  penalty  clauses.   How,  then,  is  the  defendant  excused? 

V'  Acting  upon  the  agreement,  the  plaintiff  takes  his  name 

out  of  the  Law  List,  and  the  certificate  is  taken  out  in  the 

name  of  the  defendant  alone. 

But  secondly  it  will  be  said,  that  the  agreement  is  inva- 
lid. Upon  that  point,  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon,  in 
Candler  v.  Candler  (a),  apply.  In  Buim  v.  Guy  (b),  it  was 
decided  that  such  a  contract  was  not  illegal;  and  that  case 
was  cited  with  approbation,  or  at  least  was  not  disapproved, 
in  Armstrong  v.  Lewis (c).  The  stipulation  in  the  present 
case,  is  not  that  the  business  shall  be  carried  on  in  the 
names  of  Thombury  and  Bevill,  but  only  amounts  to  a 
permission  for  its  being  so  carried  on.  Such  agreements 
are  not  only  legal,  but  of  daily  occurrence.  They  are  not 
injurious  to  the  clients  of  a  firm ;  because  a  client  having 
transactions  with  the  firm,  would  always  consult  one  mem- 
ber of  the  firm,  and  would  necessarily  know  that  he  had 
retired  from  the  firm.  It  would  not  be  like  the  case  of  a 
banking*house. — [The  Vice-Chancellor  referred  to  Lord 
Eldon^s  observations  in  Baxter  v.  ConoUy  {d),  as  to  the  sale 
of  a  goodwill.] — In  this  case  the  partnership  existed  be- 
fore, and  it  was  not  therefore  a  mere  sale  or  assignment  of 
the  goodwill. 

Bozon  V.  Farhwie)  will  probably  be  cited  on  the  other 
side.  In  that  case,  however,  the  document  contained  only 
a  prospectus  of  the  intended  agreement.  One  of  the 
clauses  was  for  a  transfer  of  the  whole  business,  another  that 
the  deed  should  contain  all  usual  clauses,  which  left  the 
clauses  uncertain.  Nothing  of  that  kind  occurs  in  the  pre- 
sent case.  No  observation  arises  on  the  fact  of  the  agree- 
ment amounting  to  a  transfer  of  clients  and  professional 
business ;  for  the  transfer  had  actually  taken  place  two  years 

(a)  Jac.  228.  (c)  2  C.  &  M.  274. 

(b)  4  East,  190;  1  Smith,  1.  See         (d)  1  Jac.  &  W.  576. 
4  B.  fir  C.  190.  (f)  1  Meriv.  459. 
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before,  Thornbury  having  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  busi-        1842. 

ness  daring  the  whole  of  that  period.     Candler  v.  Candler 

shews  that  the  doubts  of  Lord  Eldon  had  been  removed. 

In  J^ttfin  V.  Guy  the  party  was  to  relinquish  and  make  over 

the  whole  of  the  business.  Lingen  v.  Simpson{d).    Lastly, 

the  objection  on  the  part  of  the  wife  is  not  a  ground  for 

the  Court  refusing  to  execute  the  rest  of  the  contract. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Vice-chancellor  in- 
quired whether  there  was  any  case  in  which  specific  per- 
formance had  been  decreed  on  signature  of  approval  of  the 
draft  only. 

Mr.  Swansion  and.  Mr.  Whatley,  for  the  defendant. — 
There  is  no  evidence  of  the  contract  of  which  the  plaintiff 
seeks  a  specific  performance.  The  bill  alleges  that  the 
draft  was  settled  and  approved,  and  that  the  alterations 
were  made  by  Mr.  Thorndike.  The  bill,  however,  does  not 
point  out  the  alteration. 

Supposing  the  memorandum  to  be  the  contract,  when 
was  it  binding  on  the  parties?  They  say  Mr.  Thorndike 
assented  to  it,  but  by  what  document?  There  is  no  evi- 
dence of  any  binding  agreement  before  the  11th  January. 
The  document  purports  to  be  a  proceeding  in  another 
Court,  and  Mr.  Bevill  could  not  by  any  means  make  it  a 
rule  of  Court.  The  cases  cited  do  not  apply  where  the 
party  who  has  signed  the  contract  repudiates  it  before 
any  proceedings  are  taken  upon  it. 

Supposing  the  defendant  to  have  been  bound  by  the  con- 
tract, he  was  at  liberty,  at  any  time  before  it  had  been 
acceded  to  by  the  plaintiff,  to  withdraw  from  it :  Martin 
V.  Miichea{b);  Routledge  v.  Grant  {p)i  1  Sugd.  V.  ^  P., 
vol.  1.  p.  86. 

(a)  1  Sim.  &  S.  600.  (b)  2  Jac  &  W.  413. 

(c)  4  Bing.  653. 
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1842,  ^  In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Vice-chancellor  re- 

ferred to  Doe  V.  Pedgriph  (a),  and  Stokes  v.  Moore  (i). 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  in  reply. — ^It  can  hardly  be  contended 
that  a  signature  to  an  approval  of  a  draft  is  not  a  signature 
within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Cases  have  gone  so  far,  that 
the  mere  attesting  the  instrument  as  a  will,  provided  it  be 
shewn  that  the  person  attesting  was  aware  of  the  conse- 
quences, is  binding  on  him,  within  the  statute :  Welford  v. 
Beazeley  [c).  This,  however,  is  a  signature,  not  to  the 
original  draft,  but  to  a  fair  copy.  Then  the  question  is, 
whether  the  difference  between  the  parties,  as  to  the 
penalty  clause,  annuls  the  effect  of  the  agreement  t» 
toto. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — Having  in  vain  recommended 
an  amicable  settlement  of  this  case,  and  having  had  an  op- 
portunity of  considering  the  pleadings  and  evidence  out  of 
Court,  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  put  the  parties  to  the 
inconvenience  of  delaying  my  judgment. 

A  draft  containing  the  terms  of  the  alleged  agreement 
was  undoubtedly  signed  by  the  defendant's  solicitor.  It 
was  sent,  so  signed,  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor.  While  in 
his  possession,  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  also  signed  his  ap- 
proval of  it :  but  when  he  signed  it,  although  examined  as 
a  witness  in  the  cause,  he  does  not  state;  except  that  it 
was  signed  before  the  institution  of  the  suit,  the  bill  being 
filed  in  1840;  a  circumstance  which  cannot  but  attract  at- 
tention. Nor  is  it  suggested  in  the  evidence,  that  the  fact 
of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  having  so  signed  his  approval  of 
the  draft,  was  ever  communicated  to  the  defendant  or  his 
solicitor. 


(a)  4  Car.  &  P.  312.  (e)  1  Wili.  118  j  3  Atk.  503 ;  1 

(6)  1  Cox,  219.  Ves.  sen.  6. 


9. 

Bbviu. 
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This  drafts  thus  sent  by  the  defendant's  solicitor  to  the  1843. 
plaintiff's  solicitor,  is,  so  far  as  that  term  can  be  properly  xhornbury 
applied,  copied  by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  or  his  clerk ;  but 
it  was  not  strictly  copied,  for  variations,  by  no  means  im- 
material, were  introduced.  This  copy,  if  it  can  be  so  called, 
for  it  is  admitted  to  vary  from  the  original,  is  sent  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  to  the  defendant's  solicitor.  The 
defendant  rejects  the  alterations,  and  restores  the  paper  to  a 
state  corresponding  with  the  original  draft;  and,  in  that  al- 
tered state,  sends  it  back  to  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  on  the 
3rd  of  December,  with  the  following  letter.  [His  Honor  read 
the  letter  as  before  stated.]  Now,  upon  the  facts  which  I 
have  stated,  and  the  whole  aspect  of  the  case,  it  must  be 
taken,  that  up  to  this  time  there  was  no  agreement  between 
the  parties ;  because  both  parties  had  not  agreed  to  any 
set  of  terms.  Up  to  the  3rd  of  December,  when  the  letter 
which  I  have  just  read  was  sent,  the  whole  rested  in  pro- 
posal Now  it  may  be,  that  if  there  had  been  an  accept- 
ance of  the  agreement  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  state  in  which 
it  was  placed  or  replaced  by  Bevill,  or  on  his  behalf— an 
acceptance  communicated  to  the  defendant  clearly,  unequi- 
vocally, and  without  unreasonable  delay — ^it  may  be,  that 
the  result  would  have  been  an  agreement  binding  on  the 
parties.  I  do  not,  however,  find  any  evidence  that  it 
was  so.  This  was  on  the  3rd  of  December :  no  step  is 
taken  by  the  plaintiff  till  the  30th  of  December;  on  which 
day,  the  draft  of  a  deed  for  carrying  the  agreement  into 
effect,  was  sent  by  the  plaintiff's  solicitor  to  the  defendant's 
solicitor; — a  draft  varying,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  more  than 
one  respect  firom  the  last  state  of  the  paper  previously  ex- 
isting, to  which  I  have  already  alluded.  [His  Honor  then 
read  the  evidence  of  Morris,  and  proceeded  as  foUows.] 
From  the  evidence,  therefore,  it  appears,  that  up  to  the 
30th  of  December,  when  this  draft  was  sent,  nothing 
had  passed  which  could  bind  the  plaintiff  to  the  terms  of  the 
paper  that  Thomdike  had  last  signed ;  and  if  there  were 
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1843.  Boihing  more  in  the  case,  it  might  possibly  be  considered, 
that  to  enforce  an  agreement  under  those  circumstances, 
against  the  defendant,  would  be  dealing  hardlj  with  him.  It 
appears,  however,  that  a  short  time  afterwards,  namely,  on 
the  11th  of  January,  the  following  letter,  which  I  must 
consider  as  repudiating  the  agreement,  and  putting  an  end 
to  the  treaty,  was  written  by  the  defendant's  solicitor  to 
the  plaintiff's  solicitor.  [His  Honor  read  the  letter  as 
before  stated.]  The  first  question  therefore  is,  whether, 
on  the  11th  of  January,  the  conduct  of  the  parties  was 
such  as  to  preclude  the  defendant  Bevill  from  saying, 
"I  will  have  nothing  more  to  do  with  this  arrangement; 
I  consider  it  at  an  end.''  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  evi- 
dence, that  if  any  thing  had  been  signed  on  the  part  of 
BeviU  which  would  have  bound  him,  had  it  been  acceded  to, 
he  was  entitled,  by  the  letter  of  the  11th  of  Januaiy,  to 
withdraw,  and  that  he  did  withdraw,  from  the  arrange- 
ment. I  think,  therefore,  that  on  that  ground  I  could  not 
enforce  specific  performance  against  him.  If,  however, 
this  difficulty,  which  seems  to  me  insurmoxmtable,  had  not 
existed,  I  might  still  have  felt  considerable  embarrassment 
in  decreeing  specific  performance  of  this  paper,  if  it  were 
an  agreement,  or  an  agreement  continuing  in  force;  for 
the  first  provision  of  it  is,  that  the  suit  commenced  in  the 
Prerogative  Court  shall  be  discontinued.  Now  in  that  suit, 
Mrs.  Thombuiy  was  the  plaintiff;  and  this  is  a  contract 
sought  to  be  enforced  against  the  defendant,  the  object  of 
which  is,  to  compel  her  to  do  an  act  which  she  refuses 
to  do.  But  that  is  not  all.  There  is  so  much  obscurily 
in  the  agreement,  with  regard  to  the  time  during  which 
the  40/.  per  annum  was  to  be  paid  to  Mrs^Thombury,  as 
to  create  a  further  difficulty  in  the  way  of  a  decree  for  the 
plaintiff.  Nor  am  I  sure,  that  a  still  further  difficulty 
might  not  arise  in  enforcing  the  transfer  of  the  business 
which  this  agreement  provides  for.  This  is  not  quite  a 
case  of  dissolution  of  partnership,  but  something  between 
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a  diasolation  of  the  partnership  and  a  purchase  of  the  bu-  1842. 
siness ;  and  notwithstanding  the  case  of  Btmn  v.  Guy,  firom 
which  I  do  not  mean  to  express  dissent,  decided  as  it  was 
by  Jadges  of  high  authority,  I  am  not  prepared  to  say, 
that  it  is  fit  that  a  court  of  equity  should  enforce  an  agree- 
ment between  two  solicitors,  that  one  on  retiring  firom  the 
business  shall  permit  the  other  to  cany  on  the  business  in 
his  name.  Whether  such  an  agreement  be  or  be  not  within 
the  strict  policy  of  the  law,  it  may  be  doubtful  whether 
this  Court  ought  to  assist  it.  I  do  not,  however,  rest  my 
decision  on  that  ground ;  I  mention  it  that  it  may  not  be 
thought  that  I  see  no  difficulty  in  that  part  of  the  case. 
The  bill  must  be  dismissed,  but  it  is  not  a  case  for  costs. 


Slade  v.  Parb.  April  27M. 

1 HOMAS  SLADE  by  his  will  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Legftdet  to  the 
his  executors  £10,000,  Navy  £5  per  cents.,  upon  trust  as  to  Da]ne7of  the 
jElOOO,  part  thereof,  for  John  Slade,  son  of  his  late  niece  1?^!^ m!, "toU 
Mary  Slade,  wife  of  his  cousin  Robert  Slade,  to  be  as-  ■»«»gn«d  to 

•^  ,  them,  when  and 

signed  or  transferred  to  him,  when  and  as  soon  as  he  aa  soon  as  they 
should  attain  his  age  of  twenty-five  years,  for  his  own  use  [veiy  J^ 
absolutely.    The  testator  then  made  similar  bequests  of  5^*°|JeJ^j^t 
the  residue  of  the  stock  in  sums  of  £1000,  £1000,  £1000,  i^  »>y  »^^m 

die  under  twen* 

£1000,  £1000,  £2000,  and  £2000,  in  favour  of  Eliza,  Mary,  ty-five  leaving 
Robert,  Sarah,  James,  Thomas,  and  Anna,  the  other  chil-  ^  ukl^hl*!*- 

rents'  legaqr, 
hut  if  any 
should  die  under  twenty-five,  without  having  issue  then  living,  the  legacy  of  the  child  so  dying 
to  go  and  be  paid  to  the  *'  survivors  and  survivor,  and  others  and  other"  of  the  same  children, 
in  equal  shares.  At  the  death  of  the  tesutor,  all  the  children  of  M.  are  nnder  twenty-five.  All 
afterwards  attain  twenty-five,  except  A.,  who  dies  under  that  age  without  issue,  having  survived 
two  of  the  children,  B.  and  C.  The  share  of  A.  devolves  to  the  representatives  of  B.  and  C^ 
together  with  the  children  who  survive  A. 

Upon  the  construction  of  a  will,  Ae/(f,that  the  surplus  dttvidends  of  a  legacy,  after  payments  for 
maintenance  during  the  minority  of  the  legatee,  go  with  the  eorpui. 
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1842.  dren  of  his  niece  Mary  Slade ;  and  as  to  the  interest,  divi- 
dends, and  annual  produce  arising  from  the  said  respective 
legacies  so  given  to  the  children  of  Mary  Slade,  deceased, 
from  the  first  payment  after  his  decease,  until  the  legatees, 
to  whom  the  same  should  respectively  belong,  should  at- 
tain their  respective  ages  of  twenty-five  years,  in  trust  to 
pay  to  or  permit  and  suffer  Robert  Slade,  their  father,  to 
have,  receive,  and  take  the  same  in  trust  for  the  legatees  to 
whom  they  respectively  should  belong,  and  to  be  paid  and 
applied  by  him  for  and  towards  the  support,  maintenance, 
education,  and  advancement  in  life  of  such  legatees  respec- 
tively, in  such  manner  and  form  as  he,  the  saidRobertSlade, 
and  in  case  of  his  death,  the  trustees  for  the  time  being, 
should  in  his  or  their  discretion  think  proper;  such  payments 
of  the  interest  and  dividends  to  be  made  half-yearly.  And 
the  testator  directed  that  the  surplus  money  (if  any)  aris- 
ing from  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  of  the 
respective  legacies,  after  such  payment  and  application  as 
aforesaid,  should  be  retained  by  the  said  R.  Slade  or  the 
trustees,  as  the  case  might  be,  for  the  respective  legatees  to 
whom  they  should  respectively  belong,  and  to  be  paid  to^ 
them  respectively  with  their  respective  legacies  upon  their 
respectively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years.  Pro* 
vided,  nevertheless,  that,  in  case  any  one  or  more  of  the 
children  of  the  testator's  late  niece,  Mary  Slade,  should  die 
under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  leaving  issue  one  or 
more  child  or  children,  such  child  or  children  should  take 
the  legacy  or  legacies  which  his,  her,  or  their  parents  would 
have  been  entitled  to,  as  well  original  as  accruing,  if  he,  she^ 
or  they  had  lived  to  attain  that  age,  if  more  than  one  in 
equal  shares;  but  in  case  any  of  the  children  of  Mary 
Slade  should  happen  to  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years  without  having  issue  then  living,  then  the  legacy  or 
legacies  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  as  well  original  as 
accruing,  should  go  and  be  paid  to  the  survivors  and  sur- 
vivor, and  others  or  other  of  the  same  children,  Mary 
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Slade^  and  if  more  than  one,  in  equal  shares,  his,  her,  or        1842. 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.    And  the  tes- 
tator appointed  Robert  Slade  and  Thomas  Parr,  both  since 
deceased,  to  be  the  executors  of  his  said  will. 

The  testator  died  in  October,  1816.  The  executors 
proved  the  will,  and  set  apart  the  stock  for  the  purposes  of 
the  trusts.  Robert  Slade,  the  father,  after  surviving  his 
co-executor  Parr,  and  appointing  other  persons  co-trustees 
with  himself,  died  in  March^  1833,  leaving  those  co-trustees 
surviving  him,  in  whose  names  the  stock  was  now  standing. 

At  the  death  of  the  testator,  the  children  of  Mary  Slade 
were  all  living,  and  all  under  the  age  of  twenty-five.  They 
all  afterwards  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five,  except  Anna, 
who  died  under  that  age  and  unmarried  in  March,  1880, 
having  survived  John,  Mary,  and  Ehza. 

The  question  was,  who  was  to  take  the  original  share  of 
Anna,  and  also  the  surplus  of  the  interest  and  dividends 
of  her  share  after  deducting  the  sums  expended  in  her 
maintenance. 

Mr.  Temple  and  Mr.  Freelitifi,  for  the  surviving  brothers 
and  sisters  of  Anna,  submitted  that,  as  to  the  capital  of 
Anna's  share,  this  case  was  distinguishable  from  Wilmot  v. 
Wilmot  (a),  and  that  those  children  were  excluded  from  all 
interest  in  her  share,  who  died  before  her,  though  they  at- 
tained twenty-five.  Supposing,  however,  the  Court  should 
hold  otherwise,  were  the  representatives  of  those  children 
entitled  to  share  the  surplus  dividends  of  Anna's  share? 
[The  Ftcc-Cftoncrffor.— No  doubt  the  surplus  goes  with 
the  capital.] 

Mr.  Anderdon  and  Mr.  Teed  appeared  for  other  parties. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — ^The  letter  and  the  spirit  of  the 

(a)  8  Vet.  10. 
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1842.  will  go  together.  The  spirit  and  intention  of  the  will  is,  that 
these  legacies  should  vest  upon  the  children  attaining  twen- 
ty-five, or  dying  under  that  age  leaving  issue.  The  testator 
has  said,  that  in  case  any  of  the  children  of  Mary  Slade 
should  die  under  twenty-five  without  having  issue  then 
living,  the  legacy  or  legacies  of  him,  her,  or  them  so  dying 
(which  must  include  the  surplus  .dividends)  should  go  and 
be  paid,  not  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  only,  but  to 
the  survivors  and  survivor  and  '' others  and  other''  of 
the  children.  The  argument  for  the  plaintiffs  is,  that  the 
legacies  are  to  go  to  the  survivors  and  survivor  only,  and 
not  to  the  others  and  other.  I  am  of  a  different  opinion. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  say  what  might  have  been  the 
case  had  any  of  the  children  attained  twenty*five  before 
the  testator's  death.  That  circumstance  does  not  occur  here. 
Anna's  share,  therefore,  is  divisible  amongst  all  the  chil- 
dren who  attained  twenty-five,  including  those  who  died 
before  her  (a). 

(a)  For  recent  cases,  in  which  see  Cromek  v.  Lumb,  3  Y.  &   C. 

the  question  has  been  raised,  whe-  565 ;  Curtham  v.  Newland,  2  Beav. 

ther  the  words  "  snrvivors"  in  a  145  ;  Leemmg  v. SherraU,!!  Law 

will  should  or  should  not  be  con-  Jouni.,  N.  S.,  423. 
strued  in  the  sense  of  "  others,** 
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1842. 

CoNSETT  t^.  Bell.  Maj^2Stkf 

PSOth. 
ETEE  CONSETT,  by  his  will,  dated  the  27th  July,  A.  executed  an 

1837,  gave,  devised,  and  bequeathed  all  his  freehold,  copy-  pordng  to  oon^ 
hold,  and  leasehold  estates,  in  the  county  of  York  and  else-  JoJi^oidfu!^* 
where,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  John  Bell,  Thomas  Stubbs  nature,  pUte, 

'  .  "    '         ^ '  watcneii  docki* 

Walker,  and  Thomas  Meynell,  their  heirs,  executors,  ad-  booki,  moniei, 
ministrators,  and  assigns,  upon  trust  during  the  term  of  ^ney'and'' 
twenty-one  years,  to  be  computed  from  the  testator's  death,  ^'hi*JJj*,^^^^^ 
to  receive  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  premises,  and  from  time  of  A/t  de- 
time  to  time  to  lay  out  and  invest  the  same  in  their  names  in  twoapecified 
in  the  public  funds,  or  upon  real  securities,  and  to  receive  JJJJSJion.houie 
and  re-invest  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof,  so  as  to  except  tn  iron 

chest  and  iu 

form  an  accumulating  fund  m  the  nature  of  compound  in-  contenu,  and 

terest;  and  as  to  the  freehold  premises,  subject  to  the  said  «  certldn  closet. 

term,  in  trust  for  the  plaintiflF  for  life,  without  impeachment  f^chlsWe'*"!^' 

of  waste  (except  as  to  timber,  which  should  only  be  cut  the  two  rooms 

•—"**  "^  *  ■   -  ,  .  — 7~I J,  mentioned  in 

down  for  necessary  repairs,  and  m  nowise  to  the  mjury  of  the  instrument, 

any  plantation  or  ornamental  timber),  with  remainder  in  Smeof  th^x- 

trust  for  his  first  and  other  sons  severally  and  successively  ^^^  of  >* 

in  tail  male,  with  divers  remainders  over  in  favour  of  the  thenceforth  un- 
til A.'s  death, 
was  his  bailiff  and  confidential  agent.  Two  years  after  the  date  of  this  instrument,  A.  made  his 
will,  by  which  he  bequeathed  his  plate,  jewels,  household  furniture,  and  money  to  trustees,  upon 
certain  trusU  for  the  benefit  of  C.  and  his  issue.  In  a  suit  for  the  adminbtration  of  A.'s  estate,  B. 
claimed  the  benefit  of  the  prior  instrument,  but  without  either  producing  probate  of  it  or  shew- 
ing for  what  consideration  or  under  what  circumstances  it  was  executed  : — Held,  that  if  the 
instrument  was  to  be  considered  as  testamentary,  this  Court  could  not  act  upon  it  without  pro- 
bate, and  that  if  it  was  to  be  considered  as  a  deed  inter  vivoe,  this  Court  would  not  give  effect 
to  it  without  Airther  evidence  in  its  support.  And  this  Court  being  of  opinion,  that  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  such  further  evidence  could  not  be  obtained,  declined  to  direct  any 
inquiry  on  the  subject. 

A  person  having  a  claim  against  a  testator's  estate  prevailed  upon  the  executors  to  hand  over 
to  him  part  of  the  testator's  assets  under  circumstances  from  which  he  must  have  known  that 
in  so  doing  the  executors  were  acting  hastily,  improvidently,  and  against  their  duty  as  execu- 
tors : — Held,  that  such  person  was  a  proper  party  to  a  suit  instituted  by  a  legatee  against  the 
executors  for  the  administration  of  the  estate,  although  the  bill  contained  no  charge  of  collusion 
or  insolvency. 

A  person  appointed  by  will  receiver  of  the  testator's  real  estates  with  a  salary,  is  a  proper 
party  to  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  those  estates. 

Upon  a  bill  filed  by  an  infant  devisee  for  life,  without  impeachment  of  waste  (except  as  to 
ornamental  timber),  praying  the  establishment  of  the  will,  the  administration  of  the  trusts,  and 
maintenance,  an  inquiry  was  directed  as  to  timber  in  the  form  adopted  in  Tooker  v.  Anmeelejf, 
6  Sim.  m5,  excluding  ornamental  timber. 

The  Court,  under  the  circumstances  of  a  case,  declined  to  entertain  an  objection  for  multilk- 
riousness  at  the  hearing. 

VOL.  I.  P   P  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  younger  brothers  of  the  plaintiff  as  tenants  for  life,  and 
their  issue.  And  the  testator  directed  that  his  copyhold 
and  leasehold  estates  should  be  held  upon  trusts  similar  to 
those  declared  of  the  freehold  estates,  or  as  near  thereto  as 
the  different  tenures  of  the  estates  and  other  circumstances 
would  permit.  And  notwithstanding  the  trusts  for  accu- 
mulation, the  testator  empowered  the  trustees,  out  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  freehold  premises,  to  expend  such 
sums  as  they  should  think  necessary  in  the  repairs  of  his 
mansion-house  at  Brawith,  and  the  gardens  and  build- 
ings belonging  thereto,  and  also  in  the  payment  of  fines 
for  the  renewal  of  leases.  And  he  gave  and  bequeathed  all 
his  ready  money  and  money  in  the  funds  (subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  debts)  to  his  trustees,  their  executors,  &c., 
upon  trust  to  invest  the  same  in  the  purchase  of  fireeholds, 
to  be  settled  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  freeholds  therein- 
before devised.  And  he  bequeathed  his  plate  and  jewels, 
and  all  the  household  furniture  and  utensils  which  should 
be  in  and  about  his  mansion-house  at  the  time  of  his  de- 
cease to  the  same  trustees,  their  executors,  &c.,  upon  trust 
to  permit  the  same  to  be  had  and  enjoyed  by  the  person 
for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  real  estates,  to  the  intent 
that  as  far  as  the  rules  of  law  would  permit  the  same  might 
be  as  heir-looms.  The  testator  then,  after  directing  that 
the  trustees  of  lus  will  should  have  j£100  a  year  each  during 
the  said  term  of  twenty-one  years,  directed  that  Benjamin 
Wilson  should  be  receiver  of  all  his  real  estates  during  that 
term,  at  a  salary  of  £100  a  year,  with  power  to  the  trustees 
to  audit  Ids  accounts,  and  to  appoint  a  new  receiver  in  case 
of  his  dying,  or  declining  or  becoming  incapable  to  act. 
And  the  testator  appointed  the  trustees  above  named  to  be 
executors  of  his  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  7th  December,  1839,  and  a 
few  months  afterwards  his  will  was  proved  by  the  exe- 
cutors. 
The  testator  was  a  man  of  retired  habits,  and  had  for 
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some  time  previously  to  his  death  confined  himself  almost 
exdosiyelj  to  the  oceapation  of  two  rooms;  namelji  his 
bed-room^  and  what  he  called  his  workshop.  He  managed 
his  affairs  prinripally  with  the  assistance  of  Benjamin  Wil- 
son, the  person  named  in  his  will,  who  received  his  rents, 
and  was  otherwise  much  in  his  confidence. 

On  the  day  of  the  testator's  death  Wilson  informed  the 
exeoators  of  their  appointment,  and  they  accordingly,  on 
the  same  day,  went  to  the  testator's  bed-room  and  took 
possession  of  his  will.  They  then  proceeded  to  the  work- 
shop and  secured  a  gold  watch  and  some  money  of  the  tes- 
tator. Wilson  then  produced  a  deed,  under  which  he  laid 
daim  to  certain  articles  of  furniture,  and  to  the  sum  of 
846/.  18«.  1(M.  The  deed  bore  date  the  26th  September, 
18S6,  and  was  made  between  Peter  Consett  of  the  one 
part,  and  Benjamin  Wilson  of  the  other  part,  and  witnessed 
that,  in  consideration  of  the  services  performed  by  Wil- 
son for  Consett,  and  in  further  consideration  of  10^.,  the 
said  Consett  bargained,  sold,  assigned,  transferred,  and  set 
over  unto  the  said  Wilson,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  all  and  singular  the  household  furniture,  silver 
plate,  watches,  clocks,  time-pieces,  china,  glass,  printed 
books,  monies  and  securities  for  money,  and  other  effects 
of  what  nature  or  kind  soever  of  him  the  said  Peter  Con- 
sett, which  at  the  time  of  his  decease  should  be  situate  and 
Ijring  in  and  upon  the  rooms  of  his  dweDing-house  then 
occupied  by  him  at  Brawith  aforesaid,  commonly  called  or 
known  by  the  names,  or  occupied  by  him  as  his  bed-room 
and  workshop,  save  and  except  a  certain  iron  chest  then 
standing  and  being  in  the  bed-room  aforesaid,  and  its  con- 
tents, and  also  saving  and  excepting  the  contents  of  a  cer- 
tain closet  situate  in  the  workshop  aforesaid,  commonly 
called  or  known  by  the  name  of  the  plate  closet,  and  all 
the  right,  title,  interest,  property,  benefit,  claim,  and  de- 
mand whatsoever  of  him  the  said  Peter  Consett  in  and 
upon  the  said  ^ects  and  premises,  to  have,  receive,  and 

p  p2 
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1842.  take  all  the  said  household  fhrniture  and  other  effects 
and  premises  thereinbefore  mentioned  and  intended  to  be 
thereby  assigned  unto  him  the  said  Benjamin  Wilson^  his 
executors,  admimstrators,  and  assigns,  for  his  and  their 
own  absolute  use  and  benefit,  without  any  lawful  let,  suit, 
denial,  claim,  demand,  interruption,  and  eviction  whatso- 
ever, from  or  by  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  claim- 
ing or  to  claim  by,  from,  through,  under,  or  in  trust  for 
him  the  said  Peter  Consett,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  admi- 
nistrators, or  by,  with,  or  through  his  or  their,  or  any  of 
their  act  or  acts,  means,  consent,  privity,  or  procurement. 

The  executors  not  considering  that  the  deed  was  fraudu- 
lent, or  obtained  by  undue  influence,  and  therefore  suppos- 
ing that  Wilson  was  entitled  to  the  property  comprised  in 
it,  paid  over  to  him,  on  the  10th  December,  the  before- 
mentioned  sum  of  846/.  18«.  KM,,  part  of  which,  namely, 
the  sum  of  811/.  18«,  10c/.,  was  in  a  bureau  in  the  work- 
shop, and  the  remaining  sum  of  i635  consisted  of  monies 
found  loose  in  the  bed-room  and  workshop.  Wilson  also, 
with  their  consent,  took  possession  of  various  articles  of  fur- 
niture, and  removed  them  from  the  bed-room  and  workshop. 

The  executors,  afterwards  conceiving  themselves  in  error 
as  to  what  had  passed  between  them  and  Wilson,  requested 
him  to  refund  the  money,  and  to  deliver  up  to  them  the 
articles.    This  he  refused  to  do. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  William  Warcop  Peter  Consett,  an 
infant,  who  was  the  first  tenant  for  life  of  the  estates  de- 
vised by  the  will,  but  for  whose  maintenance  no  provision 
had  been  made  by  the  will,  against  the  trustees,  the  co- 
heirs at  law  of  the  testator,  and  Benjamin  Wilson.  The 
biU,  after  stating  the  foregoing  facts  and  suggesting  that 
various  repairs  should  be  done  to  the  devised  premises,  and 
also  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  estates  that 
some  part  of  the  timber  should  be  felled,  and  charging  that 
the  proceeds  thereof  should  be  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the 
parties  interested  under  the  will,  prayed  that  the  will  might 
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be  established,  and  the  tnists  thereof  carried  into  execution,  1842. 
and  that  proper  directions  might  be  given  as  to  felling  the 
timber,  and  as  to  the  repairs,  and  also  as  to  the  renewal  of 
leases,  and  that  a  proper  sum  might  be  allowed  for  the 
plaintiff's  maintenance  out  of  the  rent  and  income  of  the 
testator's  estate,  or  otherwise  out  of  the  dividends  to  be 
produced  by  investment  of  the  proceeds  of  the  timber 
which  might  be  cut  down,  and  that  the  deed  of  the  26th 
September,  1885,  might  be  declared  to  be  void,  or  else  tes- 
tamentary and  revoked  by  the  wiU,  and  that  Wilson  might 
be  decreed  to  repay  to  the  trustees  the  sum  of  846/.  ISs.  lOd., 
and  to  re-deliver  to  them  the  furniture  which  had  been  re- 
moved by  him,  and  for  an  account  of  the  personal  estate 
received  by  the  trustees. 

The  biU  contained  various  general  charges  of  fraud  and 
undue  influence  against  the  defendant  Wilson,  which  were 
struck  out  by  amendment. 

The  defendant  Wilson,  by  his  answer,  insisted  that  the 
bill  was  multifarious,  and  that  he  was  improperly  made  a 
party  thereto,  and  claimed  the  same  benefit  of  objection  as 
if  he  had  demurred. 

Upon  the  cause  coming  on  for  hearing, — 

The  Yics-Chancellor,  after  declaring  the  will  to  be 
established,  and  directing  various  inquiries  which  were  not 
opposed,  observed  that  the  inquiry  as  to  timber  should  be 
taken  in  the  language  adopted  in  Thoker  v.  Annesky  (a). 

The  cause  was  then  heard  as  to  that  part  of  it  only  which 
concerned  the  defendant  Wikon. 

In  support  of  his  case,  the  defendant  Wilson  proved  the 
deed  of  September,  1835,  by  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
both  of  whom  were  persons  in  an  humble  station  of  life. 
He  also  proved  by  the  evidence  of  the  housekeeper,  that 
the  deed  was  delivered  by  the  testator  to  Wilson  some  time 
in  1836,  together  with  the  keys  of  the  two  rooms,  the  keys 

(a)  5  Sim.  235. 
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of  i^rery  chest  and  box  tberein  except  the  iron  chest  and 
plate  closet,  and  a  pencil-case;  the  testator  at  the  same 
time  declaring  that  he  thereby  gave  possession  at  his  de» 
cease  of  every  thing  in  the  rooms,  except  the  contents  of 
the  iron  chest  and  plate-closet  (a).  It  was  also  stated  by 
this  witness  and  by  another  female  servant,  that  the  testa- 
tor usually  kept  his  bank-notes  in  the  iron  chest,  and  such 
part  of  his  money  as  consisted  of  gold  and  silver  in  the 
bureau.  The  latter  witness  also  stated,  that  two  days 
previous  to  the  testator's  death  Wilson  entered  the  bed- 
room in  the  presence  of  the  witness,  with  two  keys  in  his 
hand,  and  said  that  he  had  brought  up  the  rents ;  upon 
which  the  testator  directed  him  to  take  the  key  of  the 
bureau  out  of  his  waistcoat  pocket,  and  to  place  the  money 
in  the  bureau,  which  Wilson  accordingly  did. 

It  was  not  shewn  by  whom  the  deed  was  prepared,  or 
for  what  services  or  under  what  particular  circumstances  it 
was  given. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  WUcach^  for  the  plfdntiff. — Sup- 
posing the  deed  to  have  any  legal  effect  whatever,  it  can- 
not pass  the  money  in  the  bureau,  unless  it  be  shewn  that 
at  the  time  the  money  was  placed  there,  the  testator,  who 
was  in  esftremis,  knew  that  it  would  be  affected  by  the 
deed ;  WUfard  v.  Bulkky  (b).  This  instrument  could  not, 
as  a  deed,  pass  a  future  contingent  interest  in  chattels. 
As  at  common  law  chattels  pass  by  delivery  only,  the  only 
mode  in  which  the  deed  could  operate  in  fiduro  would  be 
as  a  testamentary  instrument;  but  in  that  case  it  ought  to 
have  been  proved :  Ousley  v.  CarroU  [c) ;  Habergham  v. 
Vincent  (d);  Ma8termany.Maberly{e).  Besides,  the  con- 
iSdential  relation  in  which  the  parties  stood  to  each  other 
precludes  the  defendant  Wilson  from  setting  up  this  deed 

(a)  See  Jones  v,  Selby,  Prec.  (c)  2  Vez.  ten.  440. 
Cha.  300,  in  whicb  the  same  kind  (d)  2  Yes.  jun.  231. 
of  delivvrj  of  chattels  occurred.  (e)  2  Hagg.  Eecl.  Rep.  235. 

(b)  2  CI.  &  Fin.  102. 
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in  a  court  of  eqnitj:  Deni  v.  Befineil{a);  Griffiths  r. 
Bobin${b);  Hmffttenin  y. Boieley  (e) ;  JFbpham  r. Brooke (d) i 
Hunter  v.  Atkins  {e). 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Stevens,  for  the  defendant  Wilson.— 
The  money  was  paid  to  Wilson  without  fraud  or  collusion; 
and  if  there  be  any  case  against  him,  it  is  not  a  case  to  be 
dealt  with  by  a  court  of  equity.  If  the  money  in  his 
hands  was  part  of  the  testator's  assets,  he  has  received  it 
from  parties  dealing  with  the  will,  who  were  competent 
to  bind  the  estate.  If  the  paper  is  testamentary,  how  is  it 
shewn  to  be  revoked  by  the  subsequent  will?  But  it  is 
immaterial  to  the  defendant  to  inquire  whether  it  was  a 
deed  or  an  instrument  requiring  probate.  The  executors 
have  relieved  him  from  the  e£fect  of  such  inquiry  by  their 
own  acts.  It  is  a  settled  rule,  that  a  party  claiming  a  re- 
sidue in  the  testator's  estate  cannot  go  against  a  parly 
holding  the  assets,  unless  he  prove  collusion  between  the 
executors  and  that  party.  If  a  person  is  overpaid,  the  cre- 
ditor cannot  go  against  him,  but  must  proceed  against  the 
executor,  unless  perhaps  the  executor  is  insolvent :  Alsager 
T.  Rowley  (/) ;  Beckford  v.  Dorrington  {g) ;  Bowsher  v.  ^a/- 
kms{h);  Pearse  v.  Hewitt  (i). 

But  the  money  in  question  is  not  part  of  the  testator's 
assets !  it  is  severed  from  them  by  the  deed.  Although  the 
drfendant  had  takeu  it  without  the  consent  of  the  execu^ 
tors,  he  might  have  barred  them  at  law.  Interests  in  per- 
sonal existing  chattels  (not  chases  in  acti4m)  may  pass  by 
deed :  Irons  v.  SmaUfiece  (A).  What  the  testator  meant  to 
pass  was,  all  that  was  then  in  the  bureau,  and  all  that 
diould  be  there  at  the  time  of  his  death.    If  there  should 

(a)  4  Myl.  &  C.  269.  BeeAHd-  (g)  Id.  740;  West  Ca.  temp. 
iJctoiiv.5A«r6«nte,4T.  &C.358.      Hard w.  169. 

(b)  3  Madd.  191.  (A)  ]  Ru88.&  M.  277. 

(c)  14  Ves.  273.  (t)    7  Sim.  471 ;  see  LancoMter 
{d)  5  Rubs.  10.                               v.  Evtsrs,  4  Beav.  158. 

(e)  3  Myl.  &  K.  131.  {k)  2  B.  &  Aid.  554;  see  Lmiff 

(J)  6  Ves.  748.  t<m  v.  Horton,  1  Hare,  549. 
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1842.  be  any  difficulty  in  holding  that  the  deed  operated  upon 
what  was  subaequently  there,  there  is  equal  difficnlty  in 
holding  that  the  testator  waa  not  bound  by  estoppel.  The 
form  of  the  gift  shews  that  it  was  the  testator's  intention 
to  avoid  the  legacy-duty. 

Lastly,  the  bill  is  multifarious.  It  has  two  distinct  ob- 
jects: to  carry  the  will  into  execution,  and  to  compel 
Wilson  to  pay  this  money.  Wilson,  however,  is  not  con- 
cerned in  the  former  object,  having  no  interest  in  the 
testator's  estate,  either  legal  or  equitable.  [The  Ftce- 
Chancellor, — He  is  appointed  by  the  will  receiver  of  the 
real  estate :  Shaw  v.  Lawlea  (a).] 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  W.  Milne,  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Heberden,  Mr.  Sandys,  Mr.  Harrison,  and  Mr.  Caiar, 
for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Wigram,  in  reply. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — In  this  case  the  only  points 
in  dispute  are  those  which  concern  the  defendant  Wilson^ 
who  is  a  party  to  the  bill  as  interested  in  the  real  estate  of 
the  testator  in  the  cause,  under  the  trusts  of  the  will,  which 
it  is  an  object  of  the  suit  to  administer,  and  as  interested 
also  under  a  deed  or  instrument  of  September,  1886,  im- 
peached by  the  bill,  purporting  to  be  an  assignment  from 
the  testator  to  him,  either  immediately  or  so  as  to  take 
eflfect  from  the  testator's  death,  of  some  personal  property 
of  which  this  defendant  has,  since  the  testator's  decease, 
had  possession  delivered  to  him  by  the  executors,  under 
that  alleged  title. 

Mr.  Wilson's  counsel  have  contended  that  the  bill  is,  as 
to  him,  multifarious.  If  it  is  so,  I  am  not  bound  at  this 
stage  of  the  cause,  and  do  not  think  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  it  would  be  convenient  or  useful  to 
accede  to  the  objection.  I  need  not,  therefore,  decide  the 
point. 

(a)  5  CI.  &  F.  129. 
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It  is  then  said^  that  he  haa  not  rach  an  interest  under        1842. 
the  will  as  renders  him  a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  the 
snit^  as  a  suit  for  administering  the  trusts  of  it. 

This  point  also  it  is  not  necessary  now  to  decide,  seeing 
that,  in  my  opinion,  he  is  properly  a  party  on  the  other 
ground  mentioned.  As  to  the  instrument  of  1885,  it  has 
been  suggested  that  it  may  be  of  a  testamentary  character. 
If  it  is  testamentary,  I  cannot  act  upon  it,  or  treat  it  as 
affecting  personal  property,  for  it  has  not  been  proved  in 
any  eccleriastical  court.  If  it  ever  could  have  been,  it 
may  now,  I  apprehend,  be  tendered  for  proof  and  proved 
in  that  jurisdiction.  When,  if  ever,  that  shall  be  done,  it 
will  be  competent  to  this  Court  to  deal  with  it  in  that  cha- 
racter. If  it  is  not  testamentary,  has  it  any  legal  or  equit^ 
able  validity,  especially  as  to  the  sum  of  846/.  18^.  lOd.,  or 
811/.  18f .  lOd,  to  which  the  plaintiff's  counsel  has  confined 
his  claim  against  Mr.  Wilson  ?  There  is  no  reason  to  sup- 
pose that,  independently  of  this  deed  or  instrument,  his 
antecedent  services  to  the  testator  were  gratuitous  or  not 
remunerated,  or  that  the  testator  was  under  any  obligation 
to  do  what  it  purports  to  make  him  do,  or  that  the  instru- 
ment was  in  satisfaction  of  any  debt  from  the  testator;  I 
must  therefore  consider  it  as  voluntary  merely,  and  there- 
fore not  to  be  aided  in  a  court  of  equity,  even  if  there  were 
no  positive  equitable  objection  to  it.  This  is  not  immaterial, 
although  I  agree  that  Mr.  Wilson  does  not  require  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity,  but  is  a  defendant  and  not  a  plaintiff, 
and,  in  fact,  is  in  possession  of  all  that  he  claims,  or  has 
ever  claimed,  xmder  the  document. 

On  the  question  of  its  legal  validity,  I  am  not  satisfied 
that,  as  an  assignment,  as  a  covenant,  or  otherwise,  it  passed 
any  legal  interest,  or  conferred  any  legal  title.  If,  how- 
ever, it  were  material  in  my  view  to  pass  any  judgment 
upon  the  instrument,  considered  as  an  instrument  inter 
vivos,  it  might  possibly  be  right  to  afford  the  means  of 
taking  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law  upon  it ;  but  it  appears 
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1942*  to  me^  that  in  whatever  light  that  jurisdiction  might  view 
the  document^  the  judgment  to  be  pronounced  hj  me  muat 
be  substantially  the  same*  Merelji  therefore,  intimating  aa 
opinion,  that  probably  as  to  the  sum  in  question,  the  iutru- 
ment  of  September,  1885,  is  not,  and  never  was,  <^any  value 
for  any  legal  purpose,  I  proceed  to  state,  that  in  this  Court 
Mr.  Wilson  cannot,  as  I  conceive,  be  allowed  to  set  it  up 
for  any  purpose  whatever.  That  it  was  voluntary  is  not 
all :  exhibiting  no  trace  of  good  advice,  marked  with  a 
strong  character  of  improvidence,  it  was  obtained  by  a  con** 
fidential  agent  from  his  principal,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
agent  himself,  who  is  now  asking  a  court  of  equity  to  sup^ 
port  it,  or  to  stand  neutral  concerning  it,  in  the  total 
absence  of  any  evidence  to  shew  under  what  or  whose  in- 
structions, or  under  what  circumstances,  or  with  what 
degree  of  explanation,  information,  or  knowledge,  it  wai 
prepared  and  executed.  I  say  with  Lord  Eidon  and  Lord 
Cottenham,  that  a  man,  who  engages  in  a  transaction  such 
as  this,  takes  upon  himsdf  the  burthen  and  obligation  of 
clearly  proving  that  it  is  fair  and  righteous.  This  defend- 
ant  has  not  discharged  himself  of  that  burthen  or  obligation. 
It  is  impossible  for  me  to  suppose  that  a  person  of  ordinaiy 
prudence  or  discretion,  properly  advised,  would  have  know* 
ingly  executed  this  instrument  as  an  act  mier  vivo$t  ooor 
taining  as  it  does  the  words  "  monies  and  securities  for 
money,''  without  any  power  of  revocation.  It  is  equally 
impossible  for  m^  in  the  state  of  the  evidence  before  me^ 
to  allow  it  to  stand,  with  regard,  at  least,  to  the  sum  in 
question.  Nor  do  I  think  that,  either  on  general  princi«- 
ples  or  with  reference  to  the  particular  case,  I  ought  to 
direct  any  further  investigation  into  the  drcumstances. 
It  has  not,  indeed,  been  su^ested,  nor  do  I  think  it  pro* 
bable,  that  an  inquiry  wouldproduce  any  further  information 
at  all  material. 

It  may  be  true  that  the  bill  does  not  quite  accuratdy 
represent,  so  far  as  it,  does  represent,  the  circumstances 
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oonnected  with  tlie  transaction.  I  am^  however^  of  opinion^  1842. 
that  the  defendant  was  not  and  could  not  have  been  misled  coimitT 
by  the  mode  in  which  the  case  is  stated  on  the  record^ 
which  is^  in  mj  judgment,  substantially  sufficient  in  point 
of  pleading,  both  in  matter  of  fact  and  law.  Mr.  Wilson, 
however,  contends,  having  received  the  property  from  the 
executors,  that  the  plaintiflf  is  bound  by  their  actSi  so  fiur 
at  least,  that  if  he  can  complain,  it  is  only  against  them; 
and  that  the  plaintiff  is  within  the  operation  of  the  general 
rule  preventing  a  mere  legatee  from  suing  a  stranger  in- 
debted to  the  estate,  or  holding  part  of  the  assets.  To  this 
objection,  however,  I  cannot  accede.  Mr.  Wilson  obtained 
possession  of  the  fund  in  question  within  less  than  a  week 
after  the  testator's  death;  with  the  executors'  assent,  it  is 
true,  but  with  a  fuU  knowledge  of  the  nature  and  oircum* 
stances  of  his  own  title,  with  notice,  I  must  take  it,  of  the 
will,  and  that  the  executors,  in  consenting  to  the  demand, 
were  acting  hastily,  improvidently,  and  not  in  conformity 
with  their  duty  to  the  infimt  eesim  que  trust.  If  these 
things  are  so,  can  I  permit  him,  because  the  executors  are 
solvent,  to  say  that  possession  thus  acquired  was  well  ae« 
quired  in  equity,  and  is  not  affected  by  a  trust  or  title  in 
favour  of  those  for  whom  they  were  trustees?  If  thetenn 
ddktum  is  applicable,  can  I  treat  the  executors  and  Mr. 
Wilson  as  mpari  delicto?  Supposing  them  not  entitled 
to  recover,  can  I  doubt  who  ought  to  be  made  first  liaUie 
to  the  party  wronged — ^he  who,  with  no  rightful  daim,  has 
actually  possessed  the  property,  through  mistake  induced 
by  his  own  erroneous  allegation  of  right,  or  those  who  have 
honestly,  though  hastily,  improvidently,  and  in  error,  parted 
with  it  to  him  ?  Without  disputing  the  doctrine  laid  down 
by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  the  case  of  Alsager  v.  JRowlejf,  that 
doctrine,  and  every  case  of  authority  decided  with  refer* 
ence  to  it,  are,  in  my  opinion,  clearly  consiBtent  with 
giving  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  the  relief  which  is  asked  by 
the  bill. 
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The  plaintiff  by  his  next  friend  waiving  any  relief  in  respect  of  the 
matters  contained  in  the  schedule  to  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Wilson, 
declare  that  the  defendant  Wilson  did  not  become  rightfully  entitled  to 
the  sum  of  846/.  18«.  lOd.  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  and  is  bound  to 
refund  tbe  same,  with  interest,  from  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  persons  beneficially  interested  in  the  testator's  estate.  Let 
the  defendant  pay  into  court  the  said  sum  within  a  monUi,  with  interest 
at  the  rate  of  £4  per  cent  from  the  time  of  filing  the  bill,  the  amount  to 
be  verified  by  afiidavit,  to  be  laid  out  to  accumulate. 


Under  a  leaie 
for  years,  tbe 


opdon  to  pur- 
chase tbe  fee 
simple  of  the 
demised  lands. 
After  the  date 
of  the  lease,  the 
owner  made  his 
will,  whereby 
he  devised  the 
lands,  specifi- 
cally describing 
them,  to  O.  for 
life,  with  re- 
mainders over. 
After  the  testa- 
tor's death,  the 
lessees  elected 
to  purchase  the 
fee  simple  of 
the  lands : — 
Held,  upon  the 
special  terms  of 
the  will,  that 
the  purchase- 
money  did  not 
fall  into  the  re- 
sidue of  the 
personal  estate, 
but  was  subject 
to  the  same  li- 
mitations as  had 
been  declared 
concerning  the 
purchased 
.  lands,  and 
therefore  that 
G.  took  a  life 
interest  in  the 
purchase-money 


Drant  v.  Vause. 

George  drant,  the  testator  in  this  case,  by  a  lease, 
dated  20th  September,  1827,  demised  certain  freehold  pro- 
perty at  Sculcoates,  in  the  county  of  York,  to  T.  and  R.  I. 
Sisson  for  a  term  of  fourteen  years,  with  a  covenant  therein 
that  they  should  have  the  option,  at  any  time  during  the 
term,  of  purchasing  the  fee-simple  of  the  premises  at  the 
price  of  £2000.  By  his  will,  dated  the  17th  March,  1881, 
without  noticing  the  lease,  he  gave,  devised,  and  appointed 
unto  his  friends  Richard  Vause  and  Thomas  Eennington, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  aiid  assigns,  all  his 
messuages  or  dwelling-houses,  cottages,  warehouses,  lands, 
tenements,  hereditaments,  and  real  estates  whatsoever  in 
the  parish  of  Sculcoates  and  other  specified  places,  and  all 
other  his  freehold  and  copyhold  hereditaments  of  which  he 
or  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for  him  was  or  were 
seised  or  entitled,  or  should  be  seised  or  entitled,  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  trustees, 
their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  accord* 
ing  to  the  respective  nature  of  such  estates,  but,  never- 
theless, upon  the  trusts  thereinafter  expressed  and  de- 
clared; that  is  to  say,  upon  trust  out  of  the  rents  and 
profits  of  the  real  estates  and  the  interest  and  income  of 
the  personal  estate,  or  out  of  the  personal^estate  itself,  if 
his  trustees  should  think  proper,  to  pay^such  sum  or  sums 
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of  money  as^  at  the  testator's  decease^  should  be  due  on  1842. 
mortgage  of  his  real  estates^  and  all  other  his  debts,  funeral 
and  testamentary  expenses,  and,  after  payment  thereof, 
should  stand  seised  of  certain  specified  parts  of  the  estates 
in  trust  for  his,  the  testator's,  daughters,  Mary,  Susanna, 
Sarah,  and  Margaret,  and  his  son  William,  who  was  his 
heir-at-law;  and,  as  to  another  specified  part  thereof,  in 
trust  to  receive  and  take  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  so 
long  as  his  son  George  Drant  should  live  and  be  under 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and,  when  he  should  attain 
that  age,  upon  trust  to  permit  him  to  receive  the  rents 
and  profits  thenceforth  to  arise  from  the  said  last-men- 
tioned premises  for  and  during  his  natural  life;  and  from 
and  after  his  decease,  the  testator  gave  and  devised  the 
said  last-mentioned  premises  unto  all  and  every  the  chil- 
dren or  child  of  the  said  George  to  be  equally  divided 
between  or  amongst  them,  if  more  than  one,  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail,  and  in  default  of  such  issue  he  gave  and 
devised  the  same  unto  and  equally  amongst  all  his,  the 
testator's  children,  who  should  be  then  living,  their  re- 
spective heirs  and  assigns  for  ever.  And  as  to,  for,  and 
concerning  his  residuary  personal  estate,  he  gave  and  be- 
queathed the  same  equally  between  his  children  upon  their 
attaining  twenty-one. 

The  premises  comprised  in  the  indenture  of  demise  of 
the  20th  September,  1827,  formed  a  portion  of  the  pro- 
perty devised  by  the  testator  to  his  son  George. 

No  option  to  purchase  was  declared  by  the  lessees  until 
after  the  death  of  the  testator,  when,  upon  being  advised  that 
no  valid  conveyance  could  be  made  to  them  of  the  premises, 
except  under  the  decree  of  the  Court,  they  filed  their  bill 
against  the  executors  and  the  children  for  the  spedfic  per- 
formance of  the  covenant  for  sale  contained  in  the  lease. 
This  was  decreed  accordingly,  and  the  money  was  paid 
into  Court  in  that  suit. 

The  present  bill  was  filed  by  George  Drant  against  the 
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exeoaton  and  the  otbfir  children  of  the  testator,  Cor  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  question,  whether  the  money 
in  Court  in  the  other  suit  was  subject  to  the  same  limita- 
tions as  had  been  declared  in  the  wiU  concerning  the  land 
sold,  or  whether  it  formed  part  of  the  testator's  general  re- 
siduary estate. 

Mr.  Thomas  J\arner,  for  the  plaintiff,  submitted  that  the 
purchase-money  was  subject  to  the  same  Umitationa  as  had 
been  declared  of  the  estate  by  the  will,  and  that  therefiwe 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  interest  of  it  for  his  life. 

Mr.  Amphktti  for  the  other  children  of  the  testator,  con- 
tended that  the  money  must  be  considered  as  fomung 
part  of  the  residue.  He  cited  Lawe$  v.  Betmett  (a),  TWn- 
leg  Y.  BedweU  (6),  KnoUy  ▼.  Shg^herd  (e),  Forrester  y.  Lord 
Leigh  (J),  Mirehouee  y.  Scaif{e). 

Ths  Yicb-ChancblIiOB  said,  that  in  Lawee  y.  Benmett 
the  will  was  expressed  in  very  general  terms,  and  Lord 
Kenyan,  at  the  commencement  of  hia  judgment,  adrerted 
to  that  circumstance.  Here  the  will  was  in  very  special 
terms.  Without  therefore  meaning  to  suggest  the  slight- 
est doubt  as  to  the  soundness  of  the  decision  in  Ixnaee  y. 
Bennett,  his  Honor  was  of  opinion  that  the  testator  hay- 
ingi  in  the  present  case,  madespecific  mention  in  his  wiQ 
of  the  estate  which  had  been  previously  the  subject  of  the 
lease,  the  general  rule  established  by  the  authorities  did 
not  apply ;  but  that  the  purchase-monies  were  subject  to 
the  same  limitations  as  had  been  declared  concerning  the 
estate  itself. 

(a)  I  Cox,  171.  (d)  Ambl.  171. 

(b)  14  Ves.  691.  (e)  2  Myl.  &  C.  679. 
(e)  IJ.  &  W.  499. 
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BUBRIDOE  V.  Row.  --     .,  ^ 

1  HE  facts  of  this  case,  and  the  argnments  and  jodgment  A/t  aisigneet 
at  the  hearing,  have  been  already  reported  (a).  thJdfcum^*' 

The  plaintiffs,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Bnrridge,  now  presented  ^^ /^Jj** 
their  petition  praying  that  the  som  of  481/.  19».  9d.,  Consols,  ditchimed  in 
which,  nnder  the  decree  in  this  canse,  had  been  carried  to  a  est  in  the  £izi 
particnlar  account,  might  be  retained  by  the  trustees  of  the  j^^^  ^^  ^^^ 
plaintiffs'  marriage  settlement,  upon  the  trusts  of  that  set-  J^|^^g^[£j^. 
tlement,  until  full  satisfaction  should  be  made  to  them  of  ing  aequired 

ponetiion  of 

the  sum  of  iESOOO,  to  which,  as  such  trustees,  they  were  that  sum  in  the 
entitled  by  virtue  of  the  bond  of  Alderman  Winchester.       ^"J^^e^ 
In  consequence  of  the  observations  which  fell  from  the  «n»Wed  to  re. 

^  tain  such  pos- 

Oourt  on  a  former  occasion  (ft),  the  assigness  of  Row  were  teuion  for  the 
served  with  notice  of  this  petition,  and  appeared,  but  dis-  MtUment  until 
claimed  all  interest  in  the  fiind  in  question.  IhouTd'^b^iJi^^^ 

of  what  was 
J      due  to  them  in 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  Mr.  RuiseU,  and  Mr.  fFeiherett,  for  the  respect  of  w.'t 
petitioners.  ^ni^£mo. 

Mr.  Bfiffffs,  for  the  assignees  of  Row. 

Mr.  Cooper  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Wtdford)  for  the  assig- 
nees of  Alderman  Winchester. — ^The  doctrine  of  retainer, 
er  set-off,  which  has  been  applied  by  the  Court  to  the 
£6993,  Three  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  does  not  aj^ly  to 
the  £481  Consols.  The  former  sum  was  acquired  by  the 
trustees  in  th^  character  of  trustees,  and  was  originally 
affected  by  the  trusts  of  the  settlement ;  the  latter  sum 
came  to  them  by  an  accident,  and  was  never  part  of  the 
trust  fund.  The  reasons,  therefore,  for  setting  off  the 
finnner  sum  against  the  £5000  trust  money  due  on 
Alderman  Winchester's  bond,  do  not  apply  to  the  sum  of 


(a)  AnU,  p.  183.  {h)  AnU,  pp.  194, 195. 
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£431  Consola.  The  right  of  set-off^  in  these  cases^  must 
arise  out  of  the  same  instrument^  or,  at  all  events,  out  of 
the  same  transaction.  If  the  trustees  could  not  retain  this 
fund  against  Bow's  assignees,  how  can  they  do  so  against 
the  assigneesof  Winchester? — WhUaker  yf. Hall  [a)  ^Bx  parte 
WhUaker  (A),  Rawson  v.  Samuel  (c),  WhUe  v.  (yBrim  (d), 
Corabie  v.  Free  (e),  and  the  other  cases  cited  aniif  p.  190. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — The  assignees  of  Bow,  with 
notice  of  the  decree  in  this  cause,  and  with  knowledge  of 
the  reasons  of  the  Court  for  pronouncing  that  decree,  have 
appeared  on  this  petition  as  parties  respondents,  and  have 
deliberately  disclaimed  all  interest  in  the  subject  in  dis- 
pute.   They  are  therefore  out  of  the  question. 

Certainly,  however,  the  doubt,  which  from  the  b^inning 
I  have  entertained,  whether  the  assignment  from  them  to 
Winchester  passed  such  title,  if  any,  as  the  assignees  of 
Bow  had  vested  in  them  in  any  part  of  this  fund,  has  not 
been  removed.  If  that  doubt  is  well  founded,  the  assig- 
nees of  Winchester  have  no  interest  whatever  i^  the  fund 
now  in  question.  Under  the  circumstances,  however,  it 
is  not  necessary  to  express  a  conclusive  opinion  on  that 
point.  I  will  leave  it  open,  and  assume  for  the  present 
that  that  deed  did  pass  such  interest,  if  any,  as  the  assig- 
nees of  Bow  had  in  the  dividend  fimd.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  the  trustees  obtained  the  dividends  which  composed 
that  fund  by  concealment  or  fraud,  though  it  is  pos- 
sible, in  the  events  which  have  occurred,  that  there  may 
be,  or  has  been,  a  right  in  Bow's  assignees  to  recover  bade 
a  proportion.  They,  however,  as  I  have  already  mentioned, 
have  disclaimed ;  and  assuming  that  Winchester's  assignees 
have  the  right  which  Bow's  assignees  had,  still  the  dividend 
fiiud  must  be  treated  as  having  come  to  the  hands  of  the 

(a)  1  Gl.  &  J.  213.  (d)  IS.&  S.  551. 

(b)  1  Rose,  301.  (e)  Cr.  &  Ph.  64. 
(e)  Cr.  &  Ph.  161. 
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trustees  in  that  character.  If  it  was  in  that  character  1842. 
alone  that  they  claimed,  and  if  proof  was  made  by  them  in 
that  character,  then,  whether  the  dividend  fiind  was  in- 
cluded in  AldermanWinchester's  purchase  or  not,  it  must  be 
liable  to  the  same  conditions  as  the  policy  fund,  except  as 
to  the  liability  to  make  good  the  premiums  paid  by  Alder- 
man Winchester.     Therefore — 

Let  all  parlies  have  the  costs  of  this  petition  oat  of  the  corpus  of  the 
fund  in  question,  and  let  the  residue  of  the  fund  be  treated  in  the  same 
manner  as  the  policy  fund,  except  as  to  the  liability  to  make  good  the 
premiums. 


Barrs  v.  Jackson.  June  IM. 

XT  •Wy  2i«/. 

llABRIET  MABTINDALE  SMITH  died  intestate  and  in  a  suit  insU. 

unmarried  on  the  19th  April,  1839.  Co^'urt  ll^he 

Upon  her  decease,  application  for  letters  of  administra-  distribution  of 

*^  '     *^*^  the  assets  of 

tion  of  her  personal  estate  was  made  to  the  Prerogative  an  intesute. 
Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  by  Sarah  Harriot,  letu^f  admi- 
the  wife  of  John  Barrs,  and  by  Bichard  Jackson;  the  for-  "^SrVe"^^^ 
mer  claiming  as  the  niece  and  only  next  of  kin,  and  the  dence  upon  the 

question  who  is 

latter  as  the  second  cousin  and  only  next  of  kin  of  the  the  intesute's 
intestate.    Bichard  Jackson  also  entered  a  caveat  against  ■®^®°**^"  ^^^* 
the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to  Mrs.  Barrs.  ^  ^^^ 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  Prerogative  Court 
in  July,  1840,  when  a  decree  was  made  to  the  effect  that 
the  Judge  having  read  the  evidence,  and  heard  advocates 
and  proctors  {Wills  and  Pitcher)  thereon  on  both  sides  at 
petition  of  Wills,  by  his  final  interlocutory  decree,  having 
the  force  and  effect  of  a  definite  sentence  in  writing,  pro- 
nounced, that,  as  far  as  it  appeared  from  the  eridence  in 
this  cause,  Harriet  Martindale  Smith,  the  deceased  in 
this  cause,  died  a  spinster  without  a  parent,  brother  or 
sister,  uncle  or  aunt,  nephew  or  niece,  or  cousin  germani 

VOL,  I.  Q  Q  N«  c,  c* 
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1842.  ^^^  intestate,  leaving  Bichard  Jackson,  Willis  pai^j  Ii^r 
lawful  second  cousin  and  next  of  kin;  and  that  Pitcher  had 
failed  in  proof  that  Sarah  Harriet  Barrs  (wife  of  John 
Thomas  Barrs),  his  (Pitcher's)  party,  was  the  lawful  niece 
and  next  of  kin  of  the  said  deceased  i  and  decreed  letters 
of  administration  of  all  and  singular  the  goods,  chattels, 
and  credits  of  the  said  deceased  to  be  committed  and 
granted  under  the  usual  security  to  the  said  Richard  Jack- 
son, the  lawful  second  cousin  and  next  of  kin  of  the  said 
deceased ;  but,  at  petition  of  Pitcher,  directed  the  said 
administration  not  to  pass  the  seal  for  fiJFteen  dqrs  from 
the  date  of  the  decree. 

In  January,  1841,  the  present  bill  was  filed  by  Barrs 
and  his  wife  against  Jackson,  stating  that  Harriet  Mar- 
tindale  Smith  died  intestate,  possessed  of  considerable  per- 
sonal estate,  and  in  particular  of  a  sum  of  £8800,  New 
South  Sea  Annuities;  setting  forth  the  relationship  of  the 
plaintiff,  Mrs.  Barrs,  to  the  intestate,  (which  she  claimed 
as  being  the  only  surviving  child  of  Bobert  James  Smith, 
the  elder  brother  of  the  intestate  by  the  half  blood) ;  stat* 
ing  the  grant  of  letters  of  administration  to  the  defendant 
and  praying  the  usual  accounts  and  administration  ot  the 
personal  effects  of  the  intestate;  that  a  competent  part 
of  the  residue  might  be  settled  upon  the  plaintiffs  and 
their  issue;  that  the  surplus  might  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
Mrs.  Barrs;  and  that  the  defendant  might  be  restrained 
from  selling  out  or  transferring,  and  the  South  Sea  Com- 
pany from  permitting  the  sale  or  transfer  of  the  stock. 

The  defendant,  by  his  answer,  relied  on  the  proceedings 
in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  and  suggested  that  Bobert 
James  Smith  was  illegitimate. 

Circumstances  tending  to  shew  the  relationship  of  Mrs. 
Barrs  to  the  intestate,  and  that  such  relationship  was  ac- 
knowledged by  the  intestate,  were  put  in  issue  by  the 
pleadings;  and  evidence  was  very  fully  entered  into  in 
those  particulars  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs. 
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Mr.  Simpkmson  and  Mr.  Heaihfidd,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

.    Mr.  Purvia  and  Mr.  Hub&ack,  for  the  defendants. 

The  following  authorities  were  cited :  Bouckier  y.  Toy* 
Ior{a}y  Thomas  Y.Ketieriche  (i),  Wea  v.  WiUbyic),  Long 
v.  Wakelmg  (d),  Blackham's  case  {e),  PMU.  Ev.  vol  2,  ch.l, 
nc.A;  Hargr.  Law  Tr.  473. 

The  yiCB-CHANCELix>R. — ^This  is  a  snit  for  an  account  /«/j^  2si<f. 
and  payment  to  the  plaintiffs  oi  the  residue  of  the  personal 
estate  of  Harriet  Martindale  Smithy  who  died  unmarried 
and  intestate.  The  defendant  is  her  administrator^  and  says 
he  was  her  counn  and  sole  next  of  kin  at  her  death.  H^ 
plaintiffs,  contending  that  the  female  plaintiff  was  the 
intestate's  niece  and  sole  next  of  kin  at  her  death,  sue  in 
right  of  the  f<»nale  plaintiff  in  that  alleged  character. 
And,  substantially,  the  only  question  of  fact  in  the  cause 
is,  whether  Sobert  James  Smith,  the  father  of  the  female 
plaintiff,  was  legitimate.  He  appears  to  have  been,  both 
by  the  intestate  and  her  father,  recognised  and  considered 
as  the  son,  whedier  legitimate  or  illegitimate,  of  the  intes- 
tate's father,  and  there  seems  little  or  no  ground  for  doubt, 
that,  if  Bobert  James  Smith  was  legitimate,  Mrs.  Barrs, 
who  is  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  the  lawful  child  of 
Bobert  James  Smith,  was  the  sole  next  of  kin  of  the 
intestate  at  her  death. 

I  haye  already  stated  my  opinion,  that,  subject  to  the 
question  of  the  condusiyeness  against  the  plaintiffs'  alleged 
title  of  certain  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to 
which  I  am  about  to  adyert,  (and  upon  which  question 
alone  my  judgment  was  reseryed),  the  eyidence  in  the 


(a)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  708,  Toml.  ed.       (i)  1  Beav.  400. 
\h)  1  Vez.  sen.  383.  (e)  1  Sidk.  290. 

(e)  3  Phfll.  374. 

Q  Q  2 
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1842.  present  suit  is  such  as  to  render  an  inquiry  proper  as  to 
the  disputed  fact  of  the  relationship  of  Mrs.  Barrs;  and 
that^  supposing  the  Court  not  at  once  to  dismiss  the  bill^ 
an  issue  ought,  according  to  the  desire,  in  that  event,  of 
the  defendant,  to  be  directed  for  the  purpose  of  trying  it ; 
the  present  state  of  the  evidence  leaving  the  matter  in  a 
condition  of  considerable  obscurity  and  doubt,  as  it  appears 
tome. 

The  proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  to  which  I 
have  referred,  took  place  upon  the  occasion  of  a  contest  for 
the  grant  of  administration,  which  was  claimed  on  one 
hand  by  the  defendant  as  sole  next  of  kin,  on  the  other 
hand  by  the  plaintiff,  Mrs.  Barrs,  as  sole  next  of  kin,  the 
alleged  title  of  each  being  inconsistent  with  the  alleged 
title  of  the  other.  Upon  these  conflicting  claims,  the  par* 
ties  respectively  entered  into  evidence  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court,  and  upon  that  evidence  the  Ecclesiastical  Court 
decided  the  contest  by  granting  the  administration  to  the 
present  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had 
failed  in  proving  Robert  James  Smith  to  have  been  the 
lawful  brother  of  the  intestate.  It  has  now  been  contended 
before  me,  that  such  the  adjudication  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Oourt  in  the  regular  exercise  of  its  proper  functions, 
founded,  as  the  adjudication  was,  upon  the  question  of 
pedigree,  which  is  the  question  of  fact  raised  in  this  Court, 
is  conclusive  upon  that  question  of  fact,  so  as  to  render 
any  investigation  of  its  truth  here  superfluous  and  impro- 
per, and  being  so,  makes  it  the  duty  of  this  Court  at  once  to 
dismiss  the  bill,  whatever  maybe  its  own  view  of  the  truth, 
and  that  without  any  regard  to  new  or  additional  evidence ; 
it  being  admitted  that  the  plaintiffs  have  more  evidence 
here,  in  support  of  the  alleged  legitimacy  of  Bobert  Jamea 
Smith,  than  was  before  the  Spiritual  Court  This  is  the 
point  that  I  have  had  to  consider,  and  am  now  to  decide. 

With  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  rightly  xmderstood,  which, 
in  the  language  of  Ulpian  says, ''  Res  judicata  pro  veritate 
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aec^niur,"  the  law  of  England  generally  agrees.  The  1842. 
sound  reason  of  the  role  can  scarcely  be  better  expressed 
than  it  is  by  Paulus,  in  the  Digest^  thus:  '^SinguUa  cowtrO' 
versiis  singulaa  actione$,  unamque  judicati  finem  st^fficere, 
probabiU  ratiane  pkundt ;  ne  oMer  modus  litium  mutt^Scatua 
summam  atque  ineapHcabilem  faciai  d^Scuttatem :  maofimi 
si  dioersapronunciarerUur*'  (a). 

Other  passages^  in  the  same  division  of  the  Digest,  are 
to  this  effect: — thus  Ulpian  says,  "Et  generaJUer  {fU  JuRa- 
nus  d^ftnit)  ewceptio  reijudicatm  obsiat,  guoties  inter  easdem 
persanas  eadem  quastio  renocatur,  vel  aUo  genere  JudicU  "  (i). 

Pandas  says,  ''  Cum  guariiur,  hme  excepiio  noceai  necne  t 
itupiciendum  est  an  idem  corpus  sit  (c).  ♦  «  * 
Et  an  eadem  causa  petendi,  et  eadem  conditio  personamm : 
gum  nisi  omnia  concurrwU,  atta  res  est*^  {d).  And  again, 
('  Si  quia  inter dicto  egerit  de  possessione,  posteh  in  rem  agens 
non  rqpeUitvr  per  espceptionem ;  quoniam  in  intenRcto  poSm 
sessio,  in  actions  prcprietas  vertUur*^  (e). 

And  Neratius,  "  Cum  de  hoc,  an  eadem  res  est,  qu€B» 
ritur,  hmc  spectanda  sunt : per sonm ;  idipsum  de  quo  agitur; 
causa  proxima  actiotds :  nee  Jam  interest,  qud  rations  quia 
earn  causam  aetionis  competere  sibi  eaistimdsset :  perinde  ae 
si  quis,  posteh  quam  contra  eumjudicatum  esset,  nova  instru^ 
menta  causiB  sua  rqpperisset "  (/). 

Voet,  in  his  commentary  on  this  title,  says,  **Non  aUter 
tamen  huic  excepiioni  locus  est,  quam  si  lis  terminata  denud 
moveatur  inter  easdem  personas,  de  eddem  re,  et  ex  eddem 
petendi  causd;  sic  ut,  uno  ex  his  triius  deficients,  cesset. 
Eadem  res  intelligitur  quotiens  apud  JuiUcem  posteriorem  id 
qu(Britur  quod  apudpriorem  quasitum  est.  ♦  *  4e 
Eadem  petendi  causa  est  etiam,  licet  non  eddem  agatur  oc- 
tione,  sed  aUojudicU  genere  eadem  quastio  ventiletur;  cwn 


(a)  Dig.  lib.  44,  tit.  2,  sect  6.         (d)  Sect  14. 
(6)  Sect  7.  (e)  Ibid, 

(c)  Sect  12.  (/)  Sect  27. 
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1842.  mndemcaUBcm non tarn aciio^fadat, quampoHus  origopeO^ 
Hams,  Qud  riUione,  eum  propter  rei  empUe  vUimn  tak, 
propter  qmd  earn  emptor  empturui  nan  fidsset,  et  redhibito* 
lia  et  quanti  minoris  actio  cofnpeiere  pomt,  mc  ni  Bctfe 
^uanti  minoiis  etiam  redUbitkmefn  tmc  coniineaiy  JuUtmo 
placuit,  eum  qui  aiterutrd  earwn  egerit,  si  alierd  postehagat, 
reijufHcataexceptionemlmuwendum  esee" 

Vinnhia,  in  a  note  to  the  18th  Titlie  of  the  4th  book  of 
the  Institutes^  upon  the  words  ^'per ^eqftUmemrei  judU 
caUB^^  says^  ''QiMe  iia  agenii  obstat,  si  eadem  quaetio  inter 
eoidem  revocetur,  id  est^  si  omma  sini  eadtm,  idem  torpuSy 
eadem  quanttlas,  idem  jusy  eadem  causa,  petendi  eadem  con- 
ditio  personarwn  ;^^  and  other  commentators  express  them- 
selves  to  a  dmilar  effect  (a). 

It  may  be  doubted^  I  think^  reasonably,  whether,  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  different  objects  and  purposes  of  the 
•two  suits,  if  the  {>resent  point  were  to  be  tried  by  the 
language  of  the  Digest,  or  of  the  prindpal  commentators 
upon  it  (including  Voet),  the  illegitimacy  of  Robert  James 
Smith  could  be  held  t^  judi&Ua,  90  as  to  expose  the 
demand  in  the  present  suit  to  that  exception.  The 
law  of  England  must  however  govern  in  this  case^  and 
the  authority  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Bouckier  v.  Tay- 
lor {b)  has  been  represented  as  being  iit  unison  with  the 
opinions  of  two  no  less  distinguished  Judges  thaii  Lord 
Mansfield  there,  and  Lord  Hardwieke  in  the  earlier  case  of 
TTiovnas  V,  Ketteriche{c),  favourable  to  tlie  defendant's  con- 
tention; of  which  another  very  learned  and  eminent  lawyer, 
TAt.Hargraoe,  certainly  took  that  view  in  the  argument  for 
the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case,  published  in  his  colleetion  of 
Law  Tracts,  where  his  opinion  upon  the  present  point  was 
against  the  side  on  which  he  was  counsel.  In  a  prior  ar-* 
gument  however  of  his,  that  for  the  appellants  in  BoucMer 

(a)  And  see  Quint  Inst.  Oral,  lib,  5,  c.  2. 
{h)  4  Bro.  P.  C.  708,  Toml.  ed.  (c)  1  Vex.  sen.  333.  . 
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T.  Tojfhr,  the  interosts  of  bia  clients  were  to  aagtain  tbe  1842. 
ewcq^tio  reijudiaUie;  «ni,  perhaps^  it  may  be  thoagbt  that 
the  aide  which  he  had  to  support^  and  did  with  aignal 
.ability  and  strenaonaneas  anpport  in  that  caae  ao  ahortly 
hi^ore  the  other^  may  have  influenced  in  aome  degree  hia 
judgments  Hia  viewa  of  the  concloaiveneaa  of  the  aentence 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  the  Kingston  case  were  not, 
I  apprehend^  adopted  by  the  Honae  of  Lorda/  and  were 
certainly  at  variance  with  the  nnanimoua  opinion  of  the 
conaidted  Judgea  on  that  occaaion.  Of  TTiomas  v.  Ketteriche 
(the  case  before  Lord  Hardwieke)  it  may  be  obaerved  that 
no  fact  was  there  in  dispute.  The  qneation  was  one  m^dy 
of  law,  of  civil  law,  which  the  Eccleaiaatical  Conrt.  had  de- 
dded ;  nor  to  the  decree  pronounced  by  Lord  Hardwieke 
wasi  it  eaaential  to  hold  the  aentence  of  the  Eccleaiaatical 
Court  conclusive  or  binding;  for  hia  Lordship's  opinion 
upon  the  point  of  law  agreed  with  that  of  the  -Eccle^aatical 
Court;  He  aaya,— ^' The  auit  might  have  been  in  the  Ec- 
clesiastical Court  for  a  distribution  aa  well  aa  here:  and 
that.  Court  could  not  have  contradicted,  the  sentence  by 
which  adminiatration  waa  granted.  Then  I  am  equally 
bcmnd  thereby;  being  bound  to  determine  by  the  aame 
rulea,  like  ihe  cas6  of  legaicy ;  for  the  rule  of  law,  by  which 
tibe  dedaion  ia  to  be  made,  cannot  be  changed  by  chooaing 
the  Court  in  irhidi  to  sue.  But  to  enter  into  the  merita, 
ifitwaaqpen  to  me  to  determine  contrary,  according  to 
the  rulea  by  which  thia  computation  ia  to  be  made,  the 
plaintiff  ia  not  nearer ;  but  in  equal  degree  (a).'' 

In  Btmchier  v.  TayJbr  aeveral  grounda  of  appeal  were 
atated  and  inaiBted  upon,  as  appears  by  the  appellant  a  and 
respondent's  printed  caaea,  which  Mr.  Swanston  waa  ao 
good  as  to  produce  from  his  collection;  and  it  waa  con- 
tended^ that,  whether  the  decision  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  waa  conclusive  or  not  conclusive,  the  appeal  waa  well 

(a)  1  Vex.  Ben.  334. 
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1842.  founded.  It  was  said,  that,  independently  of  that  question^ 
the  bill  oaght  to  have  been  dismissed  upon  the  special  cir- 
cumstances. From  the  account  given  by  Mr.  Hargrove, 
who  says  that  the  decree  was  reversed  on  both  grounds, 
without  opposition  by  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  any  other 
lord,  and  that  Lord  Mansfield  was  the  only  speaker  on  the 
subject,  it  is  to  be  gathered  that  Lord  Ma$ufield  thought, 
not  only  that  the  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  as 
to  the  administration,  was  conclusive  as  to  the  distribu- 
tion, but  that,  if  the  law  were  otherwise,  the  appeal  ought 
equally  to  succeed.  I  suppose  that  the  order  or  judgment 
of  the  House  does  not  state  the  ground  or  reason  of  the  re- 
versal, and  that  the  record  and  documents  of  that  case  are 
consistent  with  the  possibility  that  the  House  collectively 
may  not  have  judicially  proceeded  upon  each  branch  or 
every  part  of  the  reasons  assigned  by  Lord  Mansfield  for 
differing  from  the  conclusions  of  the  Master  qf  the  Rolb 
and  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  the  Court  below.  In  that  case 
Dr.  Bouchier  was  sued  in  the  original  bill,  not  by  the 
personal  representative  of  Alice  Merchant,  but  by  persons 
claiming  beneficially  under  the  trusts  of  her  will.  The 
intestate  had  died  in  March,  1748.  The  proceedings  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court  having  been  in  pendency  for 
several  years,  were  determined  in  January,  1754,  after  the 
examination  of  a  great  number  of  witnesses.  The  origi- 
nal bill  in  this  Court  was  not  filed  until  October,  1758* 
The  plea  was  heard  in  April,  1759,  and  the  bill  fully  an- 
swered in  the  same  year.  The  answers  were  replied  to  in 
1760.  A  bill  of  revivor  and  supplement,  filed  in  October, 
1765,  was  answered  in  1766;  and  not  until  the  11th  of 
March,  1774^  thirty-one  years  after  the  intestate's  decease, 
when  all  the  witnesses  who  had  been  examined  for  Dr« 
Bouchier  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  were  also  dead,  (he 
adduced  no  parol  evidence  in  this  Court  on  the  question 
of  pedigree),  was  the  cause  first  brought  on  to  be  heard. 
Dr.  Bouchier's  relationship,  it  should  be  recollected,  was 
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dear  and  nndisputed ;  but  there  was  a  strong  body  of  tes*     ^  1842. 
timony  against  that  alleged  by  Alice  Merchant. 

Under  such  circumstances  as  these^  if^  putting  the.  ar- 
gument of  condusiveness  out  of  the  question,  the  House 
of  Lordsj  in  possession  of  that  evidence  for  and  against 
Alice  Merchant's  pedigree  upon  which  the  Spiritual  Court 
had  dedded  against  her  claim  of  kindred,  considered  the 
decision  well  founded,  and  not  finding  that  eyidence  mar 
terially  added  to  or  varied,  thought  itself  warranted  in  dis- 
believing the  pedigree,  or,  upon  the  other  grounds,  in  dis- 
missing the  bill,  it  is  difficult  to  consider  such  a  conclusion 
unreasonable. 

If  I  might,  without  presumption  or  impropriety,  express 
an  opinion,  I  should,  judging  fix)m  the  printed  appeal 
papers,  say,  that,  assuming  the  sentence  there  not  to  have 
been  conclusive,  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  was, 
upon  the  whole  case,  a  correct  and  right  dedsion. 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  also  that  both  Thomas  r. 
Keiteriche  and  BaucMer  v.  Taylor  were  previous  to  the 
case  of  the  Duchess  qf  Kingston  (a).  The  Lord  Chief  Jus- 
tice De  Grey  and  the  other  consulted  Judges  were  in  that 
case,  as  is  universally  known,  of  opinion  that  a  sentence 
(meaning  a  sentence  fairly  and  properly  obtained)  in  the 
Spiritual  Court  against  a  marriage,  in  a  suit  of  jactitation 
of  marriage,  is  not  conclusive  evidence  so  as  to  stop  the 
counsd  for  the  crown  firom  proving  the  marriage  in  an 
indictment  for  polygamy.  The  ability  and  learning  of  the 
argument  delivered  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  of  the  Com- 
mon Pleas  on  that  occasion  are  acknowledged  by  every 
one. 

Lord  Camden,  Lord  Mansfield,  and  Lord  Chancellor 
Bathurst,  each  of  whom  pronounced  a  vote  of  guilty  on 
that  trial,  must  have  agreed  with  the  Judges  in  their  an- 
swers to  one  or  both  of  the  questions  thus  answered  for 

(a)  20How.SLTr.355. 
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1842.  them  by  Sir  ff^.  De  Grey;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
reason  for  believing,  that  either  of  those  noble  and  learned 
lords  dissented  from  the  Judgeaasta  either  question.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  said-<— ''  Erom  the  variety  of  cases  rela- 
tive to  judgments  being  given  in  evidence  in  civil  suitSj 
these  two  deductions  seem  to  fdllow  as  gen^eiially  tnie: 
firsts  that  the  judgment  of  ft  court  of  concan»nt  jurisdic- 
tion directly  upon  the  pointy  is  as  a  plea^  <a  bar^  or  as  evir 
dence  conclnsive  between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same 
matter/  directly  in  question  in  another  Courts  seeondly, 
that  the  judgment  of  a  Court  of  exdusiv&jurisdiction  di- 
rectly upon  the  point,  is  in  like  manner  conclusive  upon 
the  same  matter,  between  the  same  parties,,  coming  inci- 
dentally in  question  in  anothei^  Court,  for-  a  di£Eerent  par- 
pose.  But  neither  the  judgment  of  a  concurrent  or  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  is  evidence  of  any  matter  whidi  came 
collaterally  in  question,  tiiough  within  their  jurisdicliouj 
nor  of  any  matter  incidentally  cognisable,  nor  of  any  mat- 
ter to  be  inferred  by  argument  from'  the  judgment.  Upon 
the  subject  of  marriage^  the  spiritual  court  has  the  sole 
and  exclusive  cognizance  of  questioning  and  deciding^  di- 
rectly, the  legality  of  marriage,  and  of  enforcing  specifically 
the  rights  and  obligations  respecting  persons  depending 
upon  it ;  but  tlie  temporal  courts  hwe  the  sole  cognizance 
of  examining  and  deeiding  upon  all  temporal  rights  of  pro- 
perty;  and^  so  fiir  as  such  rights  are  concerned,  they  have 
the  inherent  power  ^deciding  incidentally,  either  upon 
the  fact  or  the  legality  of  marriage,:  where  they  Ue  in  the 
way  to  the  decision  of  the  proper  objects  of  their  jurisdic- 
tion«  They  do  not  want  or  require  the  aid  of  the  ^iritual 
courts  j  nor  has  the  law  provided  any  legal  means  of -send- 
ing to  them  for  their  opinion,  except  where,  in  the  case  of 
marriage,  an  issue  is  joined  upon  the  record  in  certain  real 
writs  upon  the  legality  of  a  marriage,  or  its  immediate  con- 
sequencei  '  general  bastardy  /  or  in  like  manner,  in  some 
other  particular  instances  lying  in  the  peculiar  knowledge 
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of  their  courts,  as  profession^  depriirationj  and  some  others. 
JBut  even  in  these  cases^  if  the  ordinaxy  should  retnm  no 
c^tificate^  of  an  insufficient  one ;  or^  if  the  issue  is  acoom- 
pani^  with  any  spedal  circumstances^  as  if  a  second  issae^ 
thable  by  a  jury^  is  found  upon  the  same  record ;  or^  if  tibe 
effect  of  ihe  same  issue  is  put  into  another  fcom^  &  j^uy  is 
to  decide^  and  not  the  ordinary  to  certify^  the  truth/' 

[His  Honor,  after  reading  some  farther  passages  in  the 
same  judgment^  proceeded  as  follows:] — In  OiOram  y. 
Morewaod{a),  we  find  Lord  EUenbar&ugh  laying  it  down^ 
that  a  judgment  is  final  only  for  its  own  proper  purpose 
and  object^  and  no  further.  In  Blackham's  cage  {b),  Lord 
HoU  long  before  had  said^  speaking  of  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts — "A  matter  which  has  been  directly  determined  by 
their  sentence  cannot  be  gainsaid;  their  sentence  is  con- 
elusive  in  such  cases,  and  no  evidence  shall  be  admitted  to 
prove,  the  contrary.  But  that  is  to  be  intended  only  in  the 
point  directly  tried ;  otherwise  it  is,  if  a  collateral  matter 
be  collected  or  inferred  firom  their  sentence,  as  in  this  case: 
because  the  administration  is  granted  to  the  defendant, 
therefore  they  infer  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  intestate's 
husband,  as  he  could  not  have  been  taken  to  be,  if  the 
point  there  tried  had  been  married  or  unmarried,  and  their 
sentence  had  been  not  married/' 

If  the  law  as  derived  firom  these  and  other  authentic 
sources,  is,  as  I  apprehend  it  to  be,  that  generally  the 
judgment,  neither  of  a  concurrent  nor  of  an  exclusive 
jurisdiction,  is  (whether  receivable  or  not  receivable)  con- 
clusive evidence  of  any  matter  which  came  collaterally 
in  question  before  it,  though  within  the  jurisdiction,  or 
of  any  maitter  incidentally  cognizable,  or  of  any  matter 
to  be  inferred  by  argument  from  the  judgment ;  and  that 
a  judgment  is  final  only  for  its  proper  purpose  and  ob- 

(a)  3  East,  340;  see  p.  357.  {h)  I  Salk.  29K 
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1842.  ject;  it  may  be  thought  difficult  to  say  why  the  sentence 
in  the  present  case  ought,  upon  the  present  question, 
to  be  deemed  condusive.  The  object  of  that  proceeding, 
and  of  the  sentence,  was  not  distribution,  but  merely  the 
appointment  of  an  administrator,  whose  duty,  when  ap- 
pointed, it  would  be  to  distribute  the  estate  according  to 
law.  Nor  was  it  of  necessity  that  the  next,  or  any  of  the 
next,  of  kin,  should  be  appointed  to  that  office.  There  are 
cases,  indeed,  in  which  the  sole  next  of  kin  of  an  intestate, 
though  adult,  present,  under  no  disability,  and  of  unim- 
peached  conduct,  is  excluded,  notwithstanding  the  posi- 
tive provisions  of  the  legislature  in  that  respect :  Young  v. 
Fierce  (a) ;  Bridgee  v.  The  Duke  of  Newcastle  (&) ;  Tkomaa 
V.  Butler  {c);  Fielder  v.  Hanger  {d).  It  is  plainly  not  of 
the  essence  of  such  a  sentence  that  the  preferred  person 
should  be  the  next  of  kin  to  the  intestate.  It  happened 
here  that  such  in  truth  and  expressly  was  the  particular 
ground  of  what  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  did.  But  suppose 
the  case  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  excluding  the  next  of 
kin  from  the  administration,  on  the  ground  of  some  alleged 
fact  disqualifying  him,  in  the  judgment  of  that  jurisdiction, 
notwithstanding  admitted  proximity  of  blood;  is  the  truth 
of  that  alleged  fact  for  ever  incontrovertibly  established 
against  him  ?  Put  the  case  of  administration  granted  to  a 
man  as  a  creditor  of  an  intestate,  and  the  administration 
subsequentiy  revoked  after  a  contest,  and  new  letters  of 
administration  granted  to  his  opponent  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  no  debt  (if  there  may  be  such  a  course  consis- 
tently with  the  rules  and  practice  of  that  jurisdiction) ;  is 
it  to  be  said  that  the  former  is  barred  of  his  demand,  and 
precluded  from  proving  afterwards  if  he  can,  and  recover- 
ing or  receiving,  his  debt?    Suppose  a  dispute  for  admi- 


(a)  1  Freem.  496.  (c)  1  Vent.  217 ;  App.  to  Hagg.  vol.  2. 

(6)  3  Phill.  381,  cited.  {d)  3  Hagg.  769. 
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nistration  with  the  will  annexed,  between  the  sole  residaary  1842. 
legatee  and  another,  decided  in  favonr  of  the  latter,  on  the 
ground  of  the  former  having  released  or  assigned,  or  being 
an  alien-enemy,  or  an  infant;  is  he  precluded  from  shew-> 
ing  in  a  court  of  equity  that  there  was  no  release  or  no 
assignment,  or  proving  there  his  English  birth  or  true  age  ? 
Again— <»m  it  be  said  that  a  decision  in  lunacy  upon  a 
question  of  the  committeeship  of  the  real  estate  between 
A.  and  B.,  each  claiming  adversely  to  the  other  to  be  the 
lunatic's  heir-apparent,  though  turning  upon  that  point, 
concludes  the  feuct  of  heirship  between  the  contending  par- 
ties after  the  ancestor's  death?  Or,  suppose  the  case  of  a 
creditor's  bill  in  equity  by  a  simple  contract  creditor  de* 
feated  on  the  ground  of  a  general  release,  and  admit  the 
decree  of  dismissal  to  be  final  in  this  Court  as  to  the  debt 
demanded;  would  it  be  conclusive  in  another  suit  by  the 
same  plaintiff  as  a  specialty  creditor,  so  as  to  preclude  him 
from  denying  the  execution  of  the  release,  or  shewing  it 
void  for  fraud,  or  as  founded  on  an  illegal  consideration  ? 
Lord  BUenborough  certainly,  and  the  Court  of  Sling's 
Bench  in  Outram  v.  Morewood,  decided  most  accurately 
with  reference  to  the  pleadings  in  that  action  at  common 
law,  that  an  allegation  on  record,  upon  which  issue  has 
been  once  taken  and  found,  is,  between  the  parties  taking 
it,  conclusive  according  to  the  finding  thereof,  so  as  to 
estop  them  respectively  from  litigating  that  fact  once  so 
tried  and  found.  The  action,  however,  in  Outram  v.  Mare^ 
wood  raised,  as  to  the  same  property  and  for  the  same  pur- 
pose, the  same  issue  as  was  raised  and  tried  in  the  action 
the  judgment  wherein  was  pleaded;  and  there  are  material 
points  of  distinction  between  the  system  of  pleading  of  the 
English  courts  of  common  law  and  those  of  other  courts  of 
justice.  But  it  is,  I  think,  to  be  collected,  that  the  rule 
against  re-agitating  matter  adjudicated  is  subject  generally 
to  this  restriction — ^that  however  essential  the  establishment 
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1842.  of  particular  facts  may  be  to  the  soundness  of  a  judicial 
decision^  however  it  may  proceed  on  them  as  established^ 
and  however  binding  wd  ccmduaive  the  decision. may,  aa 
to  its  imm^ate  and  direct  object,  be,  those  £EMsts  are  not  all 
necessarily  established  conclusively  between  the  partiesj 
and  that  either  may  again  litigate  them  for  any  other  pur- 
pose as  to  which  they  may  come  in  question,  provided  the 
immediate  subject  of  the  dedsion  be  not  att^npted  to  be 
withdrawn  from  its  operation,  so  as  to  defeat  its  direct 
object.  This  limitation  to  the  rule  appears  to  me,  gene- 
rally speaking,  to  be  consistent  with  reason  and  conveni^ 
ence,  and  not  opposed  to  authority.  I  am  not  now  refex^ 
ring  to  the  law  applicable  to  certain  prixe  and  admiralty 
questions,  which  are  governed  by  {Mrinciples  in  some  reelects 
peculiar.  On  the  whole,  I  am  not  at  present  prepared  to 
say  that,  according  to  the  proper  sense  of  the  expression, 
tiie  judgment  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  betwera  these 
parties  was  directly  upon  the  point  of  the  alleged  illegiti- 
macy of  Robert  James  Smith,  and  had  the  establishment 
of  that  supposed  fact  for  its  proper  purpose  and  object,  so 
as  to  rend^  his  illegitimacy  rem  judicatam  between  tiie 
parties  on  a  question  of  distribution. 

But  again — ^there  seems  to  me  much  analogy  for  the  pre- 
sent purpose  between  a  sentence  against  the  party  libelled 
in  a  canse  of  jactitation^  and  the  sentence  in  question  here. 
As  the  former  does  not  conclude  the  question  of  marriage^ 
but  decides  merely  that  the  party  has,  up  to  that  time, 
failed  in  proving  it,  leaving  him  at  liberty  to  prove  it  in 
any  other  proceeding,  so  in  the  present  case,  the  Spiritual 
Court  has  done  no  more,  I  apprehend,  than  declare  to  the 
same  effect  with  regard  to  the  alleged  kindred.  I  am  aware 
that  matrimonial  causes  may  be  said  to  have  some  peculiar 
privileges.  Oughion  thus  expresses  himself : — ^  SmtaUia 
lata  in  causd  matrimomali  contra  nuUrimammn  mmquam 
trandt  in  rem  JtuUcatam  et  habet  muUa  pricikgia.    Ei 
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guaties  Ecckna  decipUur  prommciofHh  seiUeniiam  contra  1942. 
mc^rimoniwn  ex  fkwti  probationibus  {etiam  aliguando  esf 
eisdem)  potest  revocari  prior  sententia.  Et  ratio  est  ad 
evUandim  peecatwn  ^c.*^  Without  inriating;  howeyer,  too 
much  on  the  application  of  that  reason  to  the  case  of  an 
administrator^  whose  duty  it  is  to  obey,  as  all  acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, so  enpecaiaUj  the  statutes  of  distribution,  and  who  is 
sworn  ''  Quod  Jldetiter  admUmtrabit  omnia  et  singula  bona 
et  quod  reddet  perum  con^um/'  it  may  be  as  well  to  cbm-^ 
parse  the  language  of  the  two  sentences;  The  sentence  in 
J%e  Duchess  qf  Kingston'^  case  was  thus:— We,  &c*,haYe 
thought  fit  and  do  thus  think  fit  to  proceed  to  the  giving 
and  promulging  our  definitive  sentence  or  final  decree  in 
the  same  cause  (i.  e.  Ckudteigh  v.  Hervey)  in  manner  and 
form  following  (tp  wit) :  Forasmuch  as  by  the  acts  enacted, 
alleged,,  exhibited,  propounded,  proved,  and  confessed  in 
this  cause,  we  have  found  and  clearly  discovered  that  the 
proctor  of  the  said  honourable  Elisabeth  Chudleigh  hath 
fully  and  sufficiently  founded  and  proved  his  intention, 
deduced  in  a  certain  libel  and  all^ation  and  other  plead- 
ings and  exhibits  given  in,  exhibited,  and  admitted  on 
her  behalf  in  the  same  cause,  and  now  remaining  in  the 
registry  of  this  Court  (which  libel  and  allegation  and  other 
pleadings  and  exhibits,  we  take  and  will  have  taken,  as  if 
herein  repeated  and  inserted,  for  us  to  pronounce  as  here- 
inafter we  shall  pronounce) ;  and  that  nothing,  at  least  ef- 
fectual in  law,  hath  on  the  part  of  the  right  honourable 
Augustus  John  Hervey  been  excepted,  deduced,  exhibited, 
propounded,  proved,  or  confessed  in  the  same  cause,  which 
may  or  ought  in  anywise  to  defeat,  prejudice,  or  weaken 
the  intention  of  the  said  honourable  Elizabeth  Chudleigh 
deduced  as  aforesaid ;  and  particularly  that  the  said  right 
honourable  Augustus  John  Hervey  hath  totally  failed  in 
the  proof  of  his  allegation  given  in  and  admitted  in  this 
cause,  whereby  he  pleaded  and  propounded  a  pretended 
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1842.  marriage  to  have  been  solemnized  between  him  and  the 
said  honourable  Elizabeth  Chudleigh^  spinster:  therefore 
we^  &c.;  do  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare  that  the  said 
honourable  Elizabeth  Chudleigh,  at  and  during  all  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  said  libel  given  in  and  admitted  in  this 
cause,  and  now  remaining  in  the  registry  of  this  Court, 
was  and  now  is  a  spinster,  and  firee  firom  all  matrimonial 
contracts  or  espousals  (as  far  as  to  us  as  vet  appears),  more 
especially  with  the  said  right  honourable  Augustus  John 
Hervey;  and  that  the  said  right  honourable  Augustus  John 
Hervey,  notwithstanding  the  premises,  did,  in  the  years 
and  months  libellate,  wickedly  and  maliciously  boast  and 
publicly  assert  (though  falsely)  that  he  was  contracted  in 
marriage  to  the  said  honourable  Elizabeth  Chudleigh,  or 
that  they  were  joined  or  contracted  together  in  matrimony: 
wherefore  we  do  pronounce,  decree,  and  declare,  that 
perpetual  silence  must  and  ought  to  be  imposed  and  en- 
joined the  said  right  honourable  Augustus  John  Hervey  as 
to  the  premises  libellate,  which  we  do  impose  and  enjoin 
him  by  these  presents,  &c." 

The  sentence  here  was  in  these  words  :^  [His  Honor 
here  read  the  sentence  as  before  stated  (a)  J] 

I  see  no  substantial  difference,  as  I  have  said,  for  the 
present  purpose;  nor  does  it  seem  unreasonable  that  a 
party,  where  the  only  contest  is  for  administration,  should 
be  allowed  not  to  put  forward  the  whole  strength  of  his 
case,  but  should,  especially  if  he  believe  his  opponent 
honest  or  solvent,  be  able  to  retire  early  with  a  half-proved 
case  from  such  a  preliminary  dispute  for  an  office,  without 
forfeiting  his  right  of  distribution.  The  defendant's  coim- 
sel  have  in  effect  admitted,  that  it  is  competent  to  any 
person,  who  did  not  engage  in  that  proceeding,  to  shew 
that  he  is,  if  in  truth  he  is,  the  intestate's  husband,  or  sole 

(a)  See  ant^,  p.  585. 
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next  of  kin^  to  the  absolute  exclusion  of  both  the  present  1842. 
parties  firom  distribution;  and  have  almost^  if  not  quite> 
conceded  that^  without  appealing  or  questioning  the  sound- 
ness of  what  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  did  when  the  case  was 
before  it,  the  present  plaintiffs  may  adopt  a  proceeding  in 
that  jurisdiction,  under  which  they  may  be  let  in  to  shew^ 
for  the  effectual  purpose  of  distribution,  the  relationship 
which  they  allege,  if  they  truly  allege  it.  But  the  defen* 
dant  contends,  that  it  is  an  essential  preliminary,  in  each 
case^  to  obtain  a  revocation  or  repeal  of  the  existing  grant 
of  administration,  and  that  though  such  a  revocation  or 
repeal  might  give  the  plaintiffs  a  title  to  sue  in  this  Court, 
they  have  none  previously.  To  this  position  I  cannot 
agree.  Without  giving  any  opinion,  indeed  without 
knowing,  what  would  be  the  particular  course  or  formal- 
ities requisite  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  were  the  plain- 
tiffs  again  to  resort  to  that  jurisdiction,  it  is  sufficient 
for  me  to  be  satisfied,  that  the  concurrent  jurisdiction 
which  I  am  now  administering  is  not,  in  matters  of  form 
and  procedure,  bound  by  the  regulations  of  other  tribunalsi 
and  that  to  compel  an  administrator  to  perform  an  obliga* 
tion  and  trust  which  the  legislature  has  strictly  commanded 
him  to  perform,  is  not  less  the  duty  of  this  Court,  because 
the  allegations  by  means  of  which  he  obtained  that  office 
were,  if  they  were,  false. 

In  Blackham's  case,  no  such  difficulty  seems  to  have 
occurred  to  the  mind  of  Lord  Holt;  and  I  am  mistaken, 
if  instances  cannot  be  found  in  the  Court  of  Chancery, 
where,  without  any  repeal  or  revocation  of  the  letters 
of  administration,  an  administrator  has  been  compelled  to 
account  and  distribute  in  a  manner  at  variance  with  the 
alleged  titie  under  which  he  obtained  that  character.  I 
may,  before  concluding,  perhaps  not  improperly  refer  to  the 
cases  of  Bissett  v.  Axtett  (a).  Cross  v.  Salter  (ft),  HiUyard 

(«)  2  Vern.  47.  (6)  3  T.  R.  639. 

VOL.  I.  R  R  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  T.  GrofMam  (a),  Doe  y.  Seaian  {b),  Skearm  t.  Bumard{c), 
in  addition  to  those  which  I  have  ahready  mentioned.  Upon 
the  several  considerations  to  which  I  have  alluded^  being 
of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  necessarily,  and  ought  not  with« 
out  necessity,  to  be  inferred  from  the  judgment  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Bauchier  v.  TayloTy  that  the  House 
judicially  held  the  sentence  then  in  question  conclusive; 
being  also  of  opinion,  that  the  decree  in  Thomas  v.  Ketter^ 
iche  and  my  present  decision  may  well  stand  together, — I 
feel  it  my  duty  rather  to  incur  the  chai^  of  differing,  if  I 
am  differing,  from  the  high  and  venerable  authority  of 
Lord  Hardwicke  and  Lord  Mansfield^  than,  in  contradiction 
to  my  fixed  belief  of  what  the  law  of  this  country  is,  to 
say  that  the  sentence  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  though 
unrevoked,  is  in  the  present  suit  conclusive  on  the  question 
of  distribution.  I  have  considered  and  disposed  of  this 
case,  as  if  the  argument  upon  the  point  of  the  alleged 
conclusiveness  of  the  sentence  were  clearly  open  to  the 
defendant :  but  I  wish  to  be  understood,  as  not  deciding 
whether,  as  the  pleadings  are  framed,  the  point  is  or  is 
not  open  to  him. 

IsiuB, — whether  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  the  plaintifT 
Mrs.  Barrty  waa  her  lole  next  of  kin. 

(a)  Rep.  temp.   Hardw.    312,      the  cases  there  cited, 
cited;  2  Vez.  sen.  245,  cited ;  see  {h)  2  Cr.  M.  &  R.  728. 

Woddes.  Lect.  vol.  3,  p.  318,  and         (e)  10  Ad.  &  EU.  593. 
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1842. 
Stobt  v.  Fry.  May  But, 

^  June  Ut. 

XN  1829j  Joseph  M.  Bramlqr^  being  indebted  to  the  Apenoninsa- 
plaintiff  and  his  then  co-partner^  James^  to  the  amount  of  preyious  debt 
711. 10».  6rf.  for  wearing  apparel,  and  being  about  to  saU  ^^J'^^c^^u 
for  India,  was  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  for  payment  of  the  *?'  ■  *»»^*  **^«*" 
debt.    Bramley  being  unable,  at  that  time,  to  comply  with  fore  the  Mil  ar- 
the  request,  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff  and  his  co-  rity  went  to 
partner,  drew  a  bill  of  exchange  upon  his  fkther  for  the  ie^^il^Vw**™-*^* 
amount,  which  his  father  accepted.    The  bill  bore  date  the  i»n»«d.  As  Mon 

as  circum- 

1st  September,  1829,  and  was  payable  at  18  months  to  the  stances  would 
order  of  the  plaintiff.  deluh  \n  India  * 

On  the  8rd  September,  1829,  Bramley,  the  son,  went  to  p|'^"^by*Jj, 
India,  whence  he  never  returned.  executors  in 

__,,,__  «  ^.  *        .  1     1  ^  England;  and 

The  bill  was  from  time  to  time  renewed,  by  means  of  within  six 
bills  accepted  by  Bramley,  the  father,  for  the  original  JeathTc^edi- 
amount,  and  also  for  a  small  amount  of  goods  subsequently  ^^'''  bin  was 
supplied  to  the  son.    The  last  of  these  bills  became  due  on  executors:— 
the  4th  of  February,  1882,  and  was  dishonoured.  pUintiff  was  not 

In  February,  1886,  Joseph  M.  Bramley  died  in  India,  gtlJufeofLi! 
having  by  his  will,  dated  the  28th  August,  1829,  devised  citations. 

QiMBfey  wne- 

and  bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  John  Fry  ther  when  a 

and  C.J.  Showbridge,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  abroad  and  the 

and  assigns,  upon  trust  to  sell  such  part  as  was  capable  ^rstfirharnot 

of  conversion,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  the  proceeds  for  accrued  in  his 

the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  child;  and  he  appointed  John  may  not  be  in- 

Fry  and  C.  J.  Showbridge  his  executors.  "^TrSJZ^n 

The  testator's  widow  and  his  only  child,  an  infant,  a  of»>i?effwisat 

■^  '  '        any  time  within 

son,  survived  him.    The  will  was  proved  by  the  executors  ^^^  ye>rs  after 

on  or  about  the  24th  June,  1839.  wm  *  *  ** 

The  bin  was  filed  in  September,  1889,  by  the  plaintiff,  jnTn^^^a^dng 

on  behalf  of  himself  and  all  other  the  simple  contract  n>*dc  by  statute 

'^  personal  assets 

creditors  of  the  testator,  against  the  executors:  and  (by  for  the  payment 

^  '  \  i^    of  the  debts  of 

a  deceased 
debtor,  it  ii  unnecessary  to  make  the  debtor's  heir-at-law  a  party  to  a  suit  instituted  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  the  assets. 

rr2 
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1842.  amendment  in  July^  1840)  against  the  widow  and  son. 
After  stating  the  foregoing  facts^  and  alleging  that  the 
testator  died  seised  of  a  certain  freehold  house  in  Cal- 
cutta^ and  possessed  of  divers  houses  in  India,  which  were 
personal  estate,  and  of  other  personal  estate  both  there 
and  in  England,  it  prayed  the  usual  relief  in  respect  of  the 
personalty,  and  that,  if  necessary,  the  real  estate  might  be 
applied  in  aid  of  the  personalty. 

The  defendant  Showbridge,  who  was  the  acting  execu- 
tor, admitted  assets  in  England  to  a  very  trifling  amount 
only,  but  he  stated  that  the  personal  assets  in  India  were 
considerable,  and  that  the  freehold  house  at  Calcutta  was 
worth  about  £  2500.  He  submitted  to  the  Court,  whether 
the  freehold  house  was,  or  was  not,  assets  for  the  payment 
of  the  testator's  debts,  and  whether  the  Registrar  of  the 
Supreme  Court  at  Bengal,  who  had  been  appointed  admi- 
nistrator in  India,  with  the  will  annexed,  ought  to  have 
been  a  party  to  the  suit.  He  averred,  that  when  the  seve- 
ral bills  of  exchange  before  mentioned  had  been  disho- 
noured, no  notice  of  the  dishonour  had  been  communicated 
to  the  testator,  but  that  the  renewals  of  the  bills  had  been 
matter  of  private  arrangement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Bramley,  the  father.  He  claimed  the  benefit  of  the 
Statutes  of  Limitations,  the  21  Jac.  1,  c  16,  and  9  Geo.  4, 
c.  14,  as  if  he  had  pleaded  the  same. 

The  other  defendants,  by  their  answers,  submitted, 
whether  the  house  in  Calcutta  was,  or  was  not,  assets  for 
the  payment  of  the  testator's  debts,  and  relied,  in  like 
manner  as  the  executor,  on  the  Statutes  of  Limitations. 

The  plaintiff,  in  support  of  his  case,  examined  his  late 
co-partner,  James,  who  had  retired  from  the  partnership 
in  December,  1833,  upon  executing  an  assignment  of  all 
his  interest  therein  to  the  plaintiff. 

With  a  view  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations, in  case  the  Court  should  hold  that  the  statute  was 
applicable  in  the  testator's  lifetime,  the  plaintiff  gave  in 


Pry. 
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Evidence  a  letter  of  the  testator,  dated  the  7th  February,  1842. 
1834,  (which  was  set  out  in  the  bill),  in  which  the  testator,  ^^^!^^ 
after  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  two  letters  from  the 
plaintiff's  firm  making  a  claim  upon  him  for  money,  ex- 
pressed doubts  whether  the  money  had  not  been  paid  by 
his  father,  and  requested  them  to  procure  a  note  from  his 
father  on  the  subject,  adding,  however,  "  Should  your 
claim  be  valid,  the  moment  you  satisfy  me  I  am  your 
debtor  to  the  full,  you  may  depend  on  my  using  my 
utmost  endeavours  to  pay  you ;  but  I  must  still  ask  for 
time,  for  though  you  advert  to  my  affluent  circumstances,  I 
have  not  got  the  command  of  sufficient  means  to  pay  so 
large  a  sum  at  sight/' 

The  plaintiff  also  gave  in  evidence  a  note  written  to 
him  by  the  fatheV,  dated  the  4th  August,  1834,  (which, 
however,  did  not  appear  to  have  been  communicated  to  the 
son),  in  which  the  father  stated,  that  the  plaintiff's  demand 
remained  as  it  formerly  did. 

No  evidence  was  entered  into  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendants. 

It  appeared  that  the  freehold  house  in  Calcutta  was 
purchased  after  the  date  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Kenyan  Parker^  and  Mr.  Younge^  for  the  plain- 
tiff.— ^First,  the  testator  having  gone  abroad  before  the 
right  of  action  accrued,  and  never  having  returned  to 
England,  the  Statute  of  Limitations  did  not  begin  to  run 
till  probate  was  taken  out  by  the  executors  in  England : 
Douglas  v.  F&rrest  [a).  In  Rhodes  v.  Smethwrst  (6), 
Jlderson,  B.,  says  of  Douglas  r.  Forrest— "  The  statute  never 
had  begun  to  run  against  the  plaintiff,  until  probate  was 
taken  out  to  the  testator."  Williams  v.  Jones  (<?)  shews 
that,  where  the  debtor  returns  from  India,  the  creditor 

{a)  4  Bing.  686    1  M.  &  P.  663.         (6)  4  Mec.  &  W.  65. 
(c)  13  East,  439. 
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1842.  lias  six  years  after  his  return  within  which  to  commence 
the  action.  We  say^  we  never  had  an  opportunity  of  doing 
this. 

Secondly,  if  the  statute  began  to  run  in  the  testator's 
Ufetimcj  the  letter  of  February,  1834,  takes  the  case  out 
of  the  statute :  Bird  v.  Gammon  (a), 

Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Cole,  for  the  defendants  the  exe« 
enters. — ^The  plaintiff  is  expressly  barred  by  the  Statutes 
of  Limitations,  there  being  no  saving  clause  in  his  favour  in 
any  of  them.  In  the  statute  of  James  (&)  there  is  a  saving 
in  respect  of  the  creditor  being  beyond  the  seasj  but, 
until  the  statute  of  Anne,  there  was  no  saving  in  respect 
of  the  debtor  being  beyond  the  seas.  That  statute,  how- 
ever, enacts  (c),  that  in  case  of  the  absence  of  defendants 
beyond  the  seas,  the  actions  enumerated  in  the  statute  of 
James  may  be  brought  within  the  times  mentioned  in  that 
statute,  after  the  return  of  the  dtfendants  from  beyond  seas. 
The  case  in  East  is  expressly  within  the  saving  of  the  latter 
statute.  The  other  authorities  which  have  been  cited  seem 
inconsistent  with  the  true  construction  of  the  statutes. 
[The  Vice-ChanceUor  referred  to  Piggott  v.  Bush  (d),  and 
Gage  v.  Bvlkley  (e).]  We  submit  that,  in  all  cases  in 
which  the  savings  of  the  statutes  do  not  expressly  apply, 
the  statutes  are  a  complete  bar.  Otherwise,  the  enaet-> 
ment  contained  in  the  statute  of  Anne  would  have  been 
unnecessary. 

Then,  if  the  plaintiff  is  otherwise  barred  by  the  statute, 
does  the  letter  of  1884  keep  the  remedy  alive  ?  We  sub- 
mit that  it  is  merely  conditional,  and  does  not  amount  to 
an  acknowledgment  of  any  debt :  Whyopy  v.  Hillary  {/) ; 
Boutledge  v.  Bamsay  {g) ;  Feam  v.  Lewis  (A). 

(a)  3  New  Cases,  883,  5  Scott,  {e)  Rep.  temp.  Hardw.  278. 

213.  (/)  3B.&Ad.399. 

{h)  21  Jac.  1,  c.  16,  s.  7.  (  ^)  8  Ad.  &  £11.  221. 

(e)  4  &  5  Ann.  c.  16,  s.  19.  (A)  6  Bing.  349  ;  4  M.  &  P.  I. 
{d)  4  Ad.  k,  £11.  912. 
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In  addition  to  these  objections^  the  plaintiff  has  not         1842. 
proved  notice  of  dishonour  of  the  bills  in  the  hands  of  the 
acceptor.    As  to  that^  the  same  proof  is  requisite  here  as 
at  law. 

Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  defendants,  the  widow  and  infant, 
said  that,  by  the  stat.  9  Geo.  4,  c.  33,  the  house  at  Cal- 
cutta was  made  personal  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator.  He  therefore  submitted  that  the 
bill  was  improperly  filed  against  his  clients,  and  ought  to 
be  dismissed  as  against  them  with  costs. 

Mr.  Kenyon  Parker,  in  the  course  of  his  reply,  observed, 
that  whatever  remained  after  sale  of  the  house  at  Calcutta 
would  belong  to  the  heir-at-law  by  resulting  trust.  He 
referred  to  ITunnson  v.  Grant  (a),  decided  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  stat.  5  Geo.  2,  c.  7. 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — It  is  admitted  that  the  debt 
was  incurred,  that  a  bill  of  exchange  was  given  in  respect 
of  it,  that  the  testator  left  this  country  before  the  bill 
arrived  at  maturity,  that  he  never  returned,  that  he  died 
in  the  East  Indies  within  six  years  before  the  suit  was 
instituted,  and  that  the  bill,  subject  to  the  objection  as  to 
the  unfruitful  renewals  of  it,  has  never  been  paid  or  satisfied. 
With  these  admitted  facts  before  me,  I  think,  upon  the 
authorities,  old  and  new,  which  have  been  referred  to,  that 
the  Statute  of  Limitations  does  not  apply.  It  is  therefore 
unnecessary  to  give  any  opinion  whether  the  letter  of 
February,  1834*,  coupled  or  not  coupled  with  that  of  Au- 
gust, 1834,  takes  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

With  respect  to  the  widow  and  son,  it  appears  to  me 
that  they  are  not  necessary  or  proper  parties  to  this  bill. 
If,  therefore,  they  insist  upon  it,  the  bill  must  as  to  them 
be  dismissed. 

(a)  1  Rum.  540,  n. 
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1842.  ^'^^  dlBinissed  at  against  the  defendants,  the  widow  and  heir,  with 

costs  ;  without  prejudice  to  any  new  hill  being  filed  against  them,  and 
without  prejudice  to  any  question  between  the  creditors  and  the  execu- 
tors, or  between  the  executors  and  the  administrator  in  India ;  and  with- 
out prejudice  to  any  question  by  whom  or  out  of  what  fiind  the  coats  of 
the  defendants,  the  widow  and  heir-at-law,  are  ultimately  to  be  borne. 

Usual  decree  in  creditors'  suit.  Account  of  personal  estate  and  of 
produce  or  proceeds  of  any  real  estate  in  India.  Inquiry  as  to  outstand- 
ing estate,  including  outstanding  produce  or  proceeds  of  any  real  estate  in 
India  unsold,  or  any  outstanding  personal  estate  in  India,  and  under 
what  circumstances. 


June  Zrd.  EystON  V.  S1MOND8. 

A  person  con-  xN  1785,  Sir  Jolui  GtdUni,  an  alien,  pnTchased  the  eqnitj 

M«!tate,who  of  redemption  of  an  estate  at  Yattenden,  in  Berkahire. 

thecontricthld  ^^  ^^^^  ^''®^'  **  ^^®^  *^°^®  ^  ^^  children  were  bom, 

no  legal  or  he  obtained  letters  of  denization.    In  October,  1799,  he 

equitable  title  to  i-i.        mi-o-j^  i»i  11  «« 

it  by  reason  of  made  his  Will.    By  indentures  of  lease  and  release  of  the 

TpanMbfouSh  7th  and  8th  February,  1803,  the  legal  fee  in  the  premises 

Twroed*  The  ^^^  convcyed  to  him.     On  the  5th  January,  1806,  he 

purchaser,  hy  died. 

ri^l'Iil^rui^'ned  By  the  will  of  Sir  John  Oallini  all  his  estates  in  Berk- 
titie^  but  did  ^^^  ^^^  devised  to  trustees  upon  trust,  after  the  deter- 
not,  till  after  miuation  of  certain  lifeestates  therein,  for  the  children  of  the 

some  months  of 

negotiation  surviTor  of  his  SOUS  and  daughters,  as  tenants  in  common  in 

repudia^rthe**''  ^^'  Prancis  Cecil  Gallini,  the  survivor  of  the  tes1;iitor*s  sons, 

V^l^YitT"^  died  in  1815,  leaving  several  children,  all  of  whom  executed 

filed  his  bill  for  proper  assuranccs  for  barring  their  estates  tail ;  and  under 

formance,  and  them  or  their  hcirs,  the  plaintiff  and  James  Wheble,  since 

fnve^stii^tiirn  of  deceased,  claimed  title  as  trustees  for  the  sale  of  the  pro- 

the  title  in  the  pertv. 

Master's  office,  '^       ^ 

obtained  a  grant      The  property  bciug  put  up  to  sale  by  auction,  in  lots,  in 

fromthVcrown:  February,  1839,  the  defendant  was  declared  the  purchaser 

h^  w'm  emi"rted  ^^  ^^^  ''^     ^®  afterwards  purchased  by  private  contract 

to  a  decree.  lot  2.    He  paid  deposits  on  both  lots.    An  abstract  of  the 
vendor's  title  to  the  lots  was  delivered  to  him  within  the 
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time  stipulated  for  by  the  contract,  namely,  before  the        1842. 
25th  March.    The  parchase  was  to  be  completed  on  the 
24th  June,  1839. 

As  no  notice  was  taken  in  the  abstract  of  the  alienage 
of  Sir  John  Ghillini,  the  purchaser's  solicitors  wrote  to  the 
vendor's  solicitors  to  inquire  into  that  circumstance.  In 
answer  to  these  inquiries,  statements  were  made  by  the 
vendors'  solicitors,  in  which  the  before-mentioned  facts  as 
to  Sir  John  OalUni's  alienage  and  denization  were  ad- 
mitted. The  first  communication  on  this  subject,  on  the 
part  of  the  vendors,  was  made  on  the  29th  April,  1839; 
negotiations,  however,  were  carried  on  between  the  parties 
from  that  time  until  the  14th  October,  1840,  when  the 
purchaser  refused  to  complete  the  contract. 

On  the  1st  February,  1841,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  for 
specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

The  defendant  by  his  answer  set  up  several  objections  to 
the  title,  of  which  those  which  related  to  Sir  John  (^allini's 
alienage,  and  which  had  already  been  the  subject  of  discus* 
sion,  were  of  this  nature :  first,  that  the  legal  fee  in  the 
premises  having  been  conveyed  by  the  heir  of  the  mort- 
gagee to  Sir  John  Gallini  in  1803,  and  his  will  having 
been  dated  previously  to  such  conveyance,  and  not  repub- 
lished, the  inheritance,  which  would  have  otherwise  de- 
volved to  his  heir,  devolved  to  the  lord  of  the  fee  for  want 
of  such  heir;  none  of  the  children  of  the  testator  having 
been  bom  after  the  date  of  the  letters  of  denization,  and 
the  Stat.  25  Geo.  2,  c.  39,  (amending  the  stat.  11  &  12  WiU. 
3,  c.  6),  having  no  application :  secondly,  that  it  was  doubt- 
ful whether  the  letters  of  denization  had  a  retrospective 
operation  so  as  to  enable  Sir  John  Grallini  to  retain  and 
enjoy  the  hereditaments  which  had  been  purchased  by  him 
in  1785.  On  these  grounds  the  defendant  insisted  that  it 
did  not  appear  that  Sir  John  Gallini  ever  had  any  legal  or 
equitable  interest  in  the  premises. 

The  defendant  having  brought  his  action  to  recover  the 
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1842.  amount  of  his  deposits,  with  interest,  was  restrained  in 
that  action  by  injunction ;  and  by  the  order  granting  the 
injunction,  dated  the  18th  February,  1841,  it  was  referred 
to  the  Master  to  inquire  and  state  whether  a  good  title 
could  be  made  to  the  premises,  and  if  so,  when  it  was  first 
shewn  that  such  good  title  could  be  made;  the  plaintiff 
undertaking  to  abide  by  such  order  as  to  the  demand  in 
the  action  and  the  costs  at  law  as  the  Court  might  direct. 
The  Master  reported  that  a  good  title  could  be  made  to 
the  premises :  that,  at  the  date  of  the  contract,  the  pre- 
mises and  the  whole  estate  and  interest  therein,  both  legal 
and  equitable,  had  escheated  to  and  were  vested  in  the 
Crown ;  that  since  the  date  of  the  order  of  reference,  viz., 
on  or  about  the  22nd  July,  1841,  the  plaintiff  had  obtained 
from  the  Crown  a  grant  of  the  premises  to  him,  his  heirs, 
and  assigns ;  and  that  such  grant  was  first  produced  and 
shewn  to  the  defendant  on  the  27th  Noyember^  1841. 
The  Master  therefore  found  that  a  good  title  was  first 
shewn  on  the  last-mentioned  day. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Parry ^  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Collins,  for  the  defendant. — The 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  had  no  title,  either 
legal  or  equitable.  The  children  of  the  testator  were  bom 
before  he  obtained  his  letters  of  denization,  and  the  letters 
hadnot aretrospectiveoperation:  Co.Litt. 2. b., 8.  a.,  129. a, - 
Rex  V.  Holland  {a);  Fourdrih  v.  Goudey  (A);  Du  Hourmelin 
V.  Sheldon  (c).  [The  Vice-Chancellor. — ^The  Master  has 
found  that  the  whole  legal  and  equitable  title  to  this 
property  was,  at  the  time  of  the  contract,  in  the  Crown.] 

Then  the  plaintiff  having  no  title  at  the  time  of  the 
contract,  cannot,  on  the  ground  of  having  subsequently 
procured  a  title  by  means  of  the  consent  of  the  Crown, 
enforce  the  contract  in  this  Court ;  for  in  such  case  there 

(a)  AUeyn,  14 ;    1  Roll.  Abr.  {h)  3  M.  &  K.  402. 

19  b.  (c)  1  Beav.  79. 
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is  no  mutuality  of  remedy:  Tendring  t.  London  (a),  Armi^        I842i 

ger  v.  Clark  (6),  Noel  v.  Hoy  (c).    Besidesj  there  is  ground 

for  supposing  that  the  plaintiff  knew  of  the  defect,  and  if 

so^  he  cannot,  under  any  circumstances,  be  allowed  to 

enforce  the  contract,  even  though  he  may  have  procured  a 

title  before  the  report :  Bug.  V,  ^  P.  voL  1,  p.  846,  Bryan 

V.  Lewis  (d),  Lechmere  v.  Bratier  (c),  Dolby  v.  PvUen  (/). 

The  dicta  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  Mortlock  y.  BtiUer  {g),  and 

Boehm  y.  Wood  (A),  apply  only  to  the  case  of  a  party  selling 

what  he  believes  to  be  his  own.    If  the  plaintiff  should 

succeed,  the  effect  will  be,  not  to  give  the  purchaser  the 

original  title  cured  of  its  defects,  but  to  force  upon  him  a 

new  title :  Magenms  y.  Fallon  (i) . — ^The  following  cases  were 

also  referred  to,  as  shewing  the  extreme  limits  to  which 

fhe  Court  had  gone  in  favour  of  the  vendor :  Lord  Siourton 

T.  Meer$  (k),  HoggartY.  Scott  (/),  fFynnY.  Morgan  (m), 

Chamberlain  v.  Lee  (n).    The  case  of  Camming  v.  Forrester 

(o)  was  also  mentioned. 

Thb  Vicb-Chancklloe. — ^The  estate  in  question  appears 
to  have  been  purchased  by  Sir  John  Gkdlini,  previously  to 
the  year  1786.  It  appears  that  he  continued  in  the  enjoy- 
ment of  it  from  that  time  till  his  death,  which  took  place  ia 
or  about  the  year  1805 :  and  from  that  time  to  the  present, 
the  estate  has  been  eiqoyed  by  his  family,  or  those  claim* 
ing  under  them,  all  of  whom  derive  their  title  under  his 
will.  Therefore  there  has  been  an  eigoyment  for  more  than 
half  a  century  under  that  title. 

The  trustees  of  the  family,  being  in  possession  of  the 
estate  under  this  title,  and  being  desirous  to  seU  it,  put 

(a)  2  Eq.  Ca.  Abr.  680.  (h)  IJ.  &  W.  421. 

(b)  Bunb.  111.  (i)  2  Molloy,  566. 

(c)  Sug.  V,  8c  P.  Vol.  1 ,  p.  346.  (*)  2  P.  W.  630,  cited. 

(d)  Ry.  &  Moo.  386.  (I)  1  Russ.  &  M.  293. 

(e)  2  J.  &  W.  287.  (m)  7  Ves.  202. 
(/ )  3  Sim.  29 ;  I  Ry.  &  M.  296.  (n)  10  Sim.  444. 
(g)  10  Vei.  315.                                 (o)  2  J.  &  W.  334. 
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1842.  it  up  to  sale  by  auction.  No  blame  can  attach  to  tbem 
for  selling  that  which  they  believed  to  be  their  own  pro- 
perty. It  now  appears  that  Sir  John  Oallini  was  an  alien^ 
and  that  when  he  acquired  the  equitable  title  to  the  estate 
in  the  first  instance  he  had  not  obtained  letters  of  deni- 
zation. He  afterwards  obtained  letters  of  denization,  and 
also  the  legal  fee,  which  legal  fee  subsequently  came  to  the 
Crown. 

This  objection  to  the  title,  (and  it  was  a  valid  objection) 
was  the  subject  of  considerable  negotiation  between  the 
vendor  and  the  purchaser,  and  was  not  removed  till  after 
some  investigation  of  the  title  in  the  Master's  office.  It  is 
now  alleged,  on  behalf  of  the  purchaser,  that  this  is  not 
one  of  the  cases,  in  which  the  rule,  allowing  a  vendor  to 
make  good  his  title  after  the  stipulated  time,  can  apply; 
as  it  is  the  case  of  a  party  selling  an  estate  to  which  he  had 
not  any  title  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  afterwards  acquiring 
a  title.  That  is  not  my  view.  True  it  is,  that  the  title  was 
subject  to  the  chance,  that  by  a  certain  course  of  pro- 
cedure the  Crown  might  defeat  it;  but,  subject  to  such 
defeasibility,  the  title  was  good.  What  has  been  done, 
has  not  been  substantially  to  acquire  a  new  title,  though 
in  form  the  title  is  new,  but  to  relieve  it  from  the  defeasi- 
bility to  which  it  was  before  subject.  The  most,  or  the  only, 
effectual  mode  of  doing  this,  was,  that  the  Crown  should 
seize  the  estate,  that  an  inquisition  should  be  taken,  and 
that,  on  the  return  of  that  inquisition,  there  should  be  a 
grant  from  the  Crown.  All  this  has  been  done  at  the 
expense  of  the  vendor  for  the  purpose  of  curing  the  defect. 
I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  this  case  is  within  the  esta* 
blished  doctrine  of  the  Court,  which  allows  the  vendor, 
within  certain  limitations,  to  make  good  the  title  when  the 
matter  is  before  the  Master,  and,  in  some  cases,  even  after 
it  has  left  the  Master's  office. 

A  point  which  struck  me  in  the  course  of  the  argument 
was  this :  it  appears  that  when  the  abstract  was  delivered. 
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neither  the  letters  of  denization  nor  the  fact  of  the  alienage  1842. 
were  noticed  in  it^  and,  therefore^  bat  for  the  notice  taken 
of  that  fact  by  the  purchaser^  he  might  have  taken  the  estate 
with  this  infirmity  of  title — an  infirmity  of  a  grave  natare  as 
far  as  relates  to  the  title  merely,  though  not  perhaps  of  great 
consequence,  considering  the  practice  of  the  Crown  in  such 
cases.  It  did,  however,  occur  to  the  purchaser,  that  Sir  John 
Gallini  was  or  might  be  an  alien,  and  it  appears  that,  in  the 
year  1839,  questions  were  put  by  him  to  the  vendors,  and 
answers  were  returned,  by  which  the  state  of  the  title  in 
that  respect  was  disclosed.  Now  it  appears  to  me  to  be 
very  possible,  though  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide,  that 
if,  at  that  moment^  the  purchaser  had  held  his  hand,  and 
had  said,  A  material  fact  has  been  concealed  and  withheld 
from  me,  and,  therefore,  I  refuse  to  complete  the  purchase 
— it  is  possible,  under  such  circumstances,  that  he  could 
not  have  been  compelled  to  complete  it.  I,  however,  do 
not  decide  that  point.  Instead  of  so  acting,  the  parties 
continue  in  negotiation,  in  the  course  of  which  a  further 
opinion  is  taken  on  the  title;  and  it  is  not  till  the  end 
of  the  year  1840,  this  having  occurred  in  1839,  that  the 
matter  is  broken  off.  Having  regard  to  what  took  place 
in  the  interval  between  April,  1839,  and  October,  1840, 
having  regard  to  the  frame  of  the  answer,  to  say  nothing 
as  to  the  order  which  has  been  obtained,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  point  is  not  now  effectually  open  to  the  purchaser, 
but  that  the  decree  must  be  made  in  favour  of  the  ven- 
dor, subject  to  the  payment  to  the  purchaser  of  all  costs 
up  to  the  report  and  the  confirmation  of  it,  inclusive,  and 
that  subsequently  to  the  confirmation  no  costs  should  be 
given  on  either  side. 
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1842. 


June  25th. 

A  person  with 
notice  that  the 
small  tithes  of  a 
certain  parish 
are  payable  to 
the  vicar,  ob- 
tains an  assign- 
ment  of  a  lease 
of  the  great  and 
small  tithes, 
the  grantors  of 
such  lease  being 
the  trustees  of  a 
charity,  who 
are  entitled  to 
the  great  tithes 
only,  but  who 
have  always  in 
form  granted 
leases  of  both 
kinds  of  tithe. 
The  assignee 
being  unable  to 
recover  the 
small  tithes  at 
law,  procures, 
at  law,  an  ap- 
portionment of 
the  rent    This 
Court,  under 
such  circum- 
stances, will 
relieve  against 
the  apportion- 
ment 


Attornby-Genb&al  v.  Dixon. 

In  1830,  the  Gtovernors  of  Sir  Jolm  Hawkins's  Hospital 
at  Chatham,  in  consideration  of  an  annnal  rent  of  £160^ 
granted  to  one  Smith  a  lease  of  all  the  tithes  of  com,  grain, 
fodder,  haj,  hemp,  lambs,  wool,  pigs,  and  all  manner  of 
other  tithes  whatsoever,  with  the  appurtenances,  belonging 
to  the  said  governors,  in  right  of  the  said  hospital,  growing 
and  arising  in  the  parishes  of  Welling  and  Wickham,  alioi 
East  Wickham,  in  the  countj  of  Kent. 

Although  this  had  been  the  usual  form  of  the  leases 
granted  by  the  governors  of  the  hospital  for  many  years^ 
it  appeared  that  they  had  never,  in  fact,  enjoyed  the  small 
tithes  of  Welling  and  Wickham,  but  that  such  tithes  had 
always  been  paid  to  the  vicar  of  Plumstead,  of  which  parish 
Welling  and  Wickham  were  townships. 

In  August,  1832,  the  defendant  Dixon,  who  for  a  year 
previously  had  paid  to  the  vicar  a  composition  for  the 
small  tithes  of  a  farm  which  he  held  in  Wickham,  obtained 
from  Smith  an  assignment  of  his  lease.  At  the  time  of 
the  assignment  he  was  distinctly  told  that  the  tithe  of  hay 
was  payable  to  the  vicar,  and  he  took  a  minute  of  that 
fact. 

After  the  assignment  Dixon  refused  to  pay  small  tithes 
to  the  vicar;  whereupon  the  latter  brought  his  action  and 
obtained  a  verdict.  Dixon  then  refused  to  pay  the  rent  to 
the  hospital,  and,  to  an  action  brought  by  the  trustees, 
pleaded  that  he  had  been  evicted  of  the  small  tithes  de- 
mised to  him  by  the  lease.  The  action  was  tried,  and  the 
value  of  the  small  tithes  having  been  proved  to  be  £80  a 
year,  the  jury  apportioned  the  rent  accordingly,  and  found 
that  the  annual  rent  due  in  respect  of  the  lease  was  £80 
only. 

Th6  present  information  was  filed  against  Dixon,  and 
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also  (as  parties  colluding)  against  the  governors  of  the  hos-        1842. 
pital;  and  it  prayed  that  the  lease  might  be  delivered  up 
to  be  cancelled^  or  that  Dixon  might  be  decreed  to  hold  the 
lease  at  the  rent  of  £160,  taking  only  great  tithes. 

The  defendant  Dixon,  by  his  answer,  expressly  averred, 
that  having  obtained  the  lease  and  seen  in  what  manner 
the  tithes  were  described,  he  determined  to  take  advantage 
of  such  description. 

Mr.  Boieler  and  Mr.  Sandys,  for  the  relators,  observed, 
that  supposing  that  at  law  the  rent  due  under  the  lease 
was  £80  only,  yet  in  equity  a  lease  so  improvidently 
granted  by  trustees  of  a  charity  would  be  relieved  against. 
And  here  the  defendant  Dixon  had  full  notice  of  the  terms 
upon  which  he  was  to  take  the  lease. 

Mr.  Simpkinson,  for  the  defendant  Dixon,  contended  that 
the  relators  had  not  shewn  that  the  small  tithes  had  inva* 
riably  been  enjoyed  by  the  vicar. 

Mr.  Wray,  for  the  governors  of  the  hospital. 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Vtce-ChanceUor  re- 
ferred to  OgiMe  v.  Foljatnbe  (a). 

The  Vice-Chancbllor  (6). — ^It  being  admitted  that  £80 
would  be  much  too  low  a  rent  for  the  great  tithes,  it  is  im- 
possible that  the  lease,  being  of  charity  property,  can  stand 
at  that  rent.  The  defendant  Dixon  may  have  his  choice, 
either  to  give  up  the  lease  or  to  keep  it  at  the  rent  of 
£160  per  annum,  as  from  the  time  of  filing  the  informa- 
tion. This  disposes  of  one  part  of  the  case.  The  only 
point  left  is  as  to  the  rent  to  be  paid  from  1884  to  the  date 
of  the  information. 

(a)  3  Mer.  53.  (&}  Ex  relatione  Mr.  Benedict  Chapman. 
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1842.  [Mr.  Sinq^khwan  hhying  elected  to  keep  the  lease  on  the 

terms  stated  by  the  Court,  the  Vtce^ChanceUor  offered 
him  an  inqoiry  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 
Smith  and  Dixon  respectively  acquired  the  lease,  and 
whether  it  was  substantially  their  intention  to  give  the 
rent  of  £160  for  the  great  tithes  alone.  Mr.  Sin^km* 
$on  declining  the  inquiry,  the  Vice-chancellor  proceeded 
as  follows  :] — Mr.  Simpkifuon  having  declined  the  inquiry, 
I  must  take  it  that  Smith  took  his  lease  with  notice  of  the 
claim  of  the  vicar  to  the  small  tithes,  and  that  Dixon  had, 
when  he  took  the  assignment,  notice  also  of  the  claim,  and 
that  it  was  substantially  the  intention  of  Smith  and  Dixon 
lit  the  commencement,  to  receive  no  more  than  the  great 
tithes. 

The  case  stands  thus : — A  lease  is  granted  by  the  corpo- 
ration, in  which  some  subjects  are  included  to  which  the 
corporation  had  no  claim.  The  lessee  after  eviction,  or 
after  circumstances  tantamount  to  eviction,  has  been  held 
legally  entitled  to  an  apportionment  of  rent  in  respect  of 
these  subjects.  But  if,  in  fact,  the  lessee  knew  that  the 
lessors  had  not  such  rights,  and  that  they  never  asserted 
practically  a  title  to  more  than  the  great  tithes ;  if  this  all 
the  time  was  well  understood  by  all  parties ;  if  the  party 
contracting  for  the  lease  contracted  for  no  more  than  the 
great  tithes ;  if  the  person  who  adopted  the  contract  had 
no  more  in  his  view ; — a  Court  of  Equity  cannot  permit  the 
apportionment  to  take  place  to  the  prejudice  of  the  charity. 
The  lessee  had,  and  the  assignee  has,  what  each  in  truth 
meant  to  contract  for.  The  fuU  rent  must  be  paid  from 
the  year  1834 

As  to  costs,  I  think  the  hospital  ought  not  to  have  in- 
serted these  small  tithes  in  their  lease.  It  may  have 
been  done  by  way  of  continual  claim— of  keeping  alive 
a  supposed  right  against  the  vicar.  This  is  not  an  ac- 
curate or  proper  way  of  transacting  business.  I  shall 
not  fix  the  defendant  Dixon  with  costs :  I  wish  it  to  be 
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understood,  however,  that  it  is  not  approbation  of  his  con-        1842, 

dact,  but  want  of  approbation  of  the  conduct  of  the  lessors, 

that  induces  me  to  take  this  course. 

DBrBNDAHT  DtzoQ  to  pay  full  rent  from  1834  to  the  time  of  the  infor- 
mation ;  and  the  defendant,  consenting  to  take  the  lease,  to  pay  full  rent 
from  the  time  of  the  information.  No  order  as  to  costs  as  far  as  relates 
to  the  defendant  Dixon.  The  costs  of  the  Attorney- General  to  he  paid 
hy  the  hospital.    No  order  as  to  the  costs  of  the  hospital. 


trus- 
em- 


BOSS  V.  GonSALL.  June  29th. 

SjY  the  marriage  settlement  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Boss,  certain  By  a  ciauve  in 

funds,  the  property  of  Mrs.  Boss,  were  assigned  to  the  de-  ueTcm?**"'' 

fendant  Godsall  and  another  trustee,  upon  trust  for  the  *o"e7ed\nd 

separate  use  of  Mrs.  Boss  for  Kfe,  without  power  of  antici-  required,  at  the 

!•  _^_  n      -n         f      ft»      request  in  writ- 

pation,  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust  for  Boss  for  hie,  ing,  of  the  wife, 
and  upon  other  trusts  therein  mentioned.  The  settlement  ©f  rhe^mwt-roo^ 
contained  a  proviso  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  for  "*«•*<> '*>« *>"•* 

*^  ^  °  band  on  the  »e- 

the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  and  they  or  he  curity  of  his 
were  thereby  required  at  any  time  or  times,  and  from  marriage  the 
time  to  time  after  the  solemnization  of  the  said  intended  ^pe^te^  w^it 
marriage,  during  the  life  of  the  intended  wife,  at  her  re-  ^o  pri»on,  and 

^  '  ®  .  ,       ,        ,        ,  ,  took  the  benefit 

quest,  to  be  certified  by  wntmg  under  her  hand,  to  advance  of  the  insolvent 
or  lend  to  the  said  intended  husband  at  interest,  on  the  Th^  wife  then 
security  of  his  bond,  out  of  the  trust-monies  thereby  settled  *P]j"®/fJ,°  ^^^ 
as  aforesaid,  any  sum  not  exceeding  £200.     It  was  also  loan  to  the  hus- 

,11  11TJ1  n-      band,  according 

provided,  that  the  trustees  should  not  be  obliged  to  call  in  to  the  terms  of 
the  money  which  should  be  so  lent,  unless  required  by  '^^/^"haTluch 
Mrs.  Boss  so  to  do :  and  it  was  declared,  that  they  should  *  f hange  had 

'  '  ^  taken  place  in 

not  be  liable  in  respect  of  any  advance  to  be  so  made.         the  circum- 

The  marriage  took  place  in  1837.  In  1838  the  husband  husllirnd^,  as* 
was  arrested  and  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  eUuw'tnap^^ 
Act.    In  the  following  year  Mrs,  Boss  made  an  application  c*b*«  '©  !>»">• 

°  •'  '  *  and  conse- 

m  writing  to  Godsall  to  advance  £80,  part  of  the  trust  quentiy  that 
fund,  to  Boss,  on  the  security  of  his  bond,  according  to  justified  in  re" 
the  proviso  in  the  settlement.    This  he  refused  to  do.  ,^'^°»  **  *•"** 

*  the  money. 

VOL.  I.  S  S  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  ^  The  bill  was  filed  by  Mrs.  Godsall,  for  the  purpose  of 

having  Godsall  removed  from  his  office  of  trustee.  It 
appeared  from  the  plaintiff's  evidence,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  marriage  Godsall  was,  unknown  to  the  plaintiff,  a  cre- 
ditor of  the  husband,  and  that  since  the  marriage  he  had 
applied  to  have  his  debt  secured  on  Mrs.  Boss's  jointure* 
Evidence  was  also  given  of  conversations  of  Boss,  in  which 
he  had  said,  that  if  the  security  was  not  given  he  would 
put  the  case  in  chancery,  &c. 

Mr.  SimpHnson,  (with  whom  was  Mr.  Elderton),  for  the 
plaintiff,  after  commenting  on  the  other  circumstances  of 
the  case,  observed,  that  though  it  is  the  practice  for  an  in- 
solvent, in  taking  the  benefit  of  the  act,  to  give  a  judgment 
to  be  dealt  with  as  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  may  think 
fit,  yet  that  judgment  is  never  made  available  to  the  ante- 
cedent creditor,  where  there  are  subsequent  creditors; 
therefore  the  circumstance  of  the  husband  having  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Act  could  not  affect  this  casa 
By  the  settlement,  the  wife  was  constituted  the  sole  judge 
of  the  propriety  of  lendipg  the  money.  At  her  request  the 
trustees  were  required  to  lend  it. 

Sir  Charles  Wetherell  and  Mr.  Parker,  for  the  defendant 
Godsall. 

Mr.  WUcock,  for  the  assignee  under  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  JoUiffey  for  other  parties. 

The  Yice^Ch ancsllor — (after  disposing  of  a  question  of 
parties). — ^The  first  complaint  against  the  defendant  is,  that 
he  refused  to  obey  the  requisition  of  the  wife  to  lend  the 
money  on  the  bond  of  the  husband,  which,  but  for  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  it  would,  according  to  a  particular 
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clause  in  the  settlement^  have  been  his  duty  to  do.  When^  1842* 
however^  the  marriage  took  place  the  husband  had  not  taken 
the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act.  Subsequentlj 
he  did  so^  and  then  this  application  was  made  to  the  trustee. 
I  am  of  opinion^  that  so  total  a  change  took  place  in  the 
circumstances  and  position  of  the  husband^  as  that  the  clause 
in  question  became  no  longer  applicable  to  him ;  that  it 
ceased  therefore  to  have  any  effect^  and  consequently  that 
the  trustee  did  his  duty  when  he  refused  to  lend  the  money. 
In  expressing  this  opinion^  I  allude  to  the  circumstance^ 
not  merely  of  the  husband's  insolvency^  but  that  being  a 
prisoner  for  debt^  he  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act* 

As  to  the  other  circumstances  of  the  case^  I  am  not  en- 
tirely satisfied  with  the  conduct  of  the  trustee.  Without 
going  the  length  of  sayings  that  I  believe  that  Mr.  Godsall 
uttered  all  the  expressions  which  he  is  supposed  to  have 
uttered^  and  without  believing  that  he  intended  anything 
improper,  it  is  impossible  to  avoid  seeing  this — that  Mr. 
Godsall  being  trustee  for  the  plaintiff  for  her  separate 
use,  which  alone  ought  to  have  restrained  him  firom  so 
acting,  was  desirous  of  baring,  and  made  a  proposition  for 
haring,  his  debt  secured  upon  the  life-interest  of  the  mar- 
ried woman  for  whom  he  was  trustee.  It  is  impossible  to 
say  that  this  was  a  correct  mode  of  proceeding,  or  one 
which  can  receive  the  sanction  of  the  Court.  Looking, 
however,  at  aU  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  think  the 
removal  of  Mr.  Grodsall  would  be  attended  with  more  harm 
than  good.  It  might,  indeed,  produce  the  very  effect  which 
it  is  desirable  to  guard  against;  namely,  the  advance  of 
the  money.  The  bill,  therefore,  must  be  dismissed,  but 
without  costs. 


ss2 


620  CA8B8   IN   CHANCBRT« 

1842, 
June  29th.  EsSEX  V.  BaUOH. 

The  executor  of  ijY  an  indenture^  dated  the  9tli  September^  1828,  and 
memoruf  of '  '^  made  on  the  marriage  of  Robert  Fraser  with  Hannah  Mel- 
warre'^rtered  ^®''  *  house  in  Grosvenor-street,  the  property  of  the  wife, 
under  the  Mid-  which  was  held  Under  a  lease  from  Earl  Orosvenor  for  sixty 

diesex  Registry  -  .  ^  .     i      ^  -i   ^    i    •       ,  «^^ 

Act,  conceiving  years  by  virtue  of  an  indenture  dated  in  1800,  was  as^ 
n%r/wMilJ'Sid.  signed  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  in  trust  for  the 

affected  to  re-    separate  use  of  Mrs.  Fraser  for  life,  without  power  of  anti- 
execute  the  ^  9  r 
mortgage  deed,  cipation;  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  for  Robert 

•eai?i^  h  him-  Eraser  for  life,  with  a  proviso  for  the  forfeiture  of  his  inte- 
•cnce*of'two'*"  ^^^  ^^  *^®  cvcut  of  his  becoming  a  bankrupt,  and  after 
witneuci,whofle  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  husband  and  wife,  upon 

names  were  m-  •        ,        ,  .1  -.  *   i 

doraed  aa  wit-    Certain  trusts,  for  the  children  of  the  marriage. 

hfs'execuUoTof      Soou  after  the  execution  of  this  deed,  a  memorial  of  it 

the  w^tnl^V.''^  ^**  entered  on  the  register. 

had  atteated  the      In  1830,  Eraser  and  his  wife  having  the  original  lease  in 

deed  by  any  of  their  posscssion,  mortgaged  it  to  Mrs.  Canham,  by  an  in- 

tiei.**  AfteMhii    Venture  dated  in  August  of  that  year. 

executw'me*         ^^®  mortgagc-dced  was  registered  immediately  after  its 

roorialised  the      eXCCUtioU. 

form :— //e/</,  I^  the  year  1838  Mrs.  Canham  died  without  ever  having 
couwe  of^pro!  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  marriage  settlement.  She,  by  her  will, 
ceeding  (which  appointed  the  plaintiff  her  executor. 

waaiaidtobein        1.    ^  -  •  -  -  .  - 

accordance  lu  December,  1834,  Eraser  became  bankrupt,  upon  which 

tice  beforrthe    occasion  the  plaintiff  for  the  first  time  received  notice  of 

registrar)  wa.       ^^^  settlement, 
nugatory  for 

the  purpose  of        The  plaintiff,  conceiving  that  the  memorials,  both  of  the 

the  Registry  .  i      «    i  ■■   *      .       . 

Act.  settlement  and  of  the  mortgage,  were  defective  in  not  de- 

incumbrancer"*  bribing  the  housc,  and  the  parish  (a)  in  which  the  house 
who  at  the  time  ^as  situate  (although  there  was  a  reference  in  both  memo* 

securityi  has  no 

notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance,  may,  by  properly  memorialising  his  security,  though  after  no- 
tice, obtain  priority  over  the  prior  incumbrancer,  if  the  memorial  of  the  security  of  the  latter  be 
defective. 

(a)  See  7  Ann.  c.  20, 8.  6. 
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rials  to  the  parcels  as  described  in  the  ori^nal  lease),  en-  1842. 
deavonred,  with  a  view  to  give  the  mortgage  priority,  to 
correct  the  memorial  of  it  in  the  following  manner:  he 
signed  his  name  in  the  mortgage-deed  nnder  that  of  his 
testatrix,  Mrs.  Canham,  and  at  the  same  time  caused  his 
execution  of  it  to  be  attested  by  two  witnesses,  sach  wit 
nesses,  however,  not  having  previously  attested  the  execu- 
tion of  the  deed  by  any  of  the  paities  to  it.  He  then 
placed  on  the  register  a  memorial  of  the  mortgage-deed 
with  a  proper  description  of  the  house  and  parish,  such 
memorial  being  attested  by  the  two  witnesses. 

The  memorial  so  entered  was  considered  to  be  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  fifth  section  of  the  stat. 
7  Anne,  c.  20.     [See  the  judgment,  post,  p.  623.] 

The  plaintiff  now  brought  his  bill  against  the  trustees 
under  Mrs.  Fraser's  marriage  settlement,  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Fraser,  their  infant  children,  who  took  interests  under  the 
settlement,  and  the  assignees  under  Eraser's  bankruptcy, 
praying  for  the  establishment  of  the  priority  of  the  mort- 
gage-deed to  the  settlement,  and  for  the  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgaged  premises. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  plaintiff,  relied 
on  the  practice  in  the  registrar's  office,  which  they  said 
warranted  the  course  which  the  plaintiff  had  taken,  and 
they  cited  Rigge  on  Registry,  p.  76.  They  then  contended 
that,  assuming  the  plaintiff's  title  to  be  established  by  his 
re-execution  and  second  memorial,  it  must  prevail  against 
the  title  of  the  trustees,  inasmuch  as  their  memorial  was 
not  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  6th  section  of  the  sta- 
tute, and  was  not  within  the  provision  of  the  7th  section. 

Mr.  Temple,  (with  whom  was  Mr.  WUcock),  for  the  trus- 
tees, relied  on  the  observations  of  Sir  Edward  Sugden  on 
the  practice  of  the  registrar's  office  as  stated  by  Mr. 
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1842,  Eiffffe  (a).  He  also  contended^  tliat^  independently  of  the 
question  whether  the  second  xnemorial  was  good  or  had, 
the  plaintiff  had  memorialized  after  haying  had  notice  of 
the  prior  security.  [7%6  Vice-ChanceUar. — ^But  he  had  not 
notice  till  he  had  paid  hia  money  and  taken  a  oonv^ance.] 
It  has  not^  perhaps,  been  decided  that  notice  between  the 
execution  of  thedeed  and  the  registration  of  the  deed  is  avail* 
able  notice;  but  there  are  dicta  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  Lord 
Alvanley,  and  Sir  William  Grant,  to  that  effect :  IBne  ▼. 
Dodd  {b)  i  JoUand  t«  Stainbridge  {c) ;  Wyatt  v.  BarweU{d). 
The  plaintiff  had  recourse  to  the  second  r^stry  for  the 
purpose  of  defrauding  the  trustees  of  their  title. 

Mr.  Koe  for  the  defendants,  Fraser  and  wife. 

Mr.  ChandlesSj  for  the  defendants,  the  assignees,  ob- 
served, that  by  the  terms  of  the  settlement,  Robert  Eraser's 
interest  ceased  on  his  becoming  a  bankrupt.  He  there- 
fore, on  behalf  of  the  assignees,  absolutely  disclaimed  all 
interest  in  the  subject  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  Wigram,  in  reply. 

In  the  course  of  the  reply,  the  Fice-CAaiureUor  observed, 
that  he  did  not  think  the  judges,  whose  dicta  had  been 
referred  to,  adverted  in  them  to  a  case  like  the  present. 
His  Honor  thought,  that  the  course  which  the  plaintiff 
had  taken  was  not  more  objectionable  than  that  of  a 
purchaser  without  notice  of  a  prior  incumbrance,  who, 
upon  afterwards  having  notice,  gets  in  an  outstanding 
term. 


(a)  See  Sug.  V.  &  P.  Vol.  3,  (c)  3  Ve».  485. 

p.  351.  {d)  19  Ves.  439. 

(6)  2  Atk.  175. 
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The  Yice-Chancellob. — Had  the  question  in  this  case  1848« 
tamed  alone  on  the  insufficiency  of  the  memorial  of  the 
settlement,  I  should  have  sent  a  case  to  a  court  of  law. 
As  the  matter,  however,  stands,  there  is  no  occasion  to  take 
that  course.  The  marriage  settlement  being  a  contract 
for  valuable  consideration,  and  prior  in  time  to  the  mort- 
gage, it  is  prior  in  title  to  it,  unless  the  priority  is  changed 
by  the  effect  of  the  act  of  Parliament.  Now,  the  act  of 
Parliament  provides,  that  "  every  such  deed  or  conveyance 
that  shall  at  any  time  after  the  said  29th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, be  made  and  executed,  shall  be  adjudged  fraudulent 
and  void  against  any  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee 
for  valuable  consideration,  unless  such  memorial  thereof 
be  registered  as  by  this  act  is  directed,  before  the  register- 
ing of  the  memorial  of  the  deed  or  conveyance  under  which 
such  subsequent  purchaser  or  mortgagee  shall  claim/' 
The  memorial  mentioned  in  the  second  part  of  the  section 
must,  I  apprehend,  be  the  same  as  that  mentioned  in  the 
former  part.  The  5th  section  provides  that  the  memorials 
so  to  be  entered  and  registered  shall,  in  the  case  of  deeds 
and  conveyances,  "  be  imder  the  hand  and  seal  of  some  or 
one  of  the  grantors,  or  some  or  one  of  the  grantees,  his  or 
their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  guardians,  or 
trustees,  attested  by  two  witnesses,  one  whereof  to  be  one 
of  the  witnesses  to  the  execution  of  such  deed  or  convey- 
ance ;  which  witness  shall,  upon  his  oath,  before  one  of  the 
said  registers,  &c.,  prove  the  signing  and  sealing  of  such 
memorial,  and  the  execution  of  the  deed  or  conveyance 
mentioned  in  such  memorial.''  Now,  in  this  case  the  me- 
morial, on  which  reliance  is  placed,  was  attested  by  two  wit- 
nesses, neither  of  whom  attested  the  execution  by  any  of 
the  parties  to  the  mortgage-deed,  unless  it  can  be  said  that 
they  attested  the  execution  in  thisway : — Mrs.  Canham  being 
a  party  to  the  mortgage-deed,  and  having  died,  her  execu- 
tor takes  upon  himself  to  go  through  the  somewhat  absurd 
ceremony  of  signing  and  sealing  the  deed,  and  having  such 
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1842.  signing  and  sealing  attested  by  two  witnesses.  These^  it 
is  said^  were  witnesses  to  the  execution  of  the  deed.  It  ia 
hardly  possible  to  speak  seriously  on  the  point.  It  is 
clear  that  this  second  memorial  was  not  such  a  memorial 
as  satisfies  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
*  Then^  putting  the  two  first  memorials  out  of  the  question, 
there  was  no  memorial  at  all^  and  if  there  was  no  memorial 
at  all^the  prior  title^  namely^  that  under  the  settlement, must 
prevail.  On  the  other  hand,  admitting  the  validity  of  those 
memorials,  the  parties  claiming  under  the  settlement  have 
not  only  a  prior  title  but  a  prior  memorial  also.  Collect- 
ing from  Mr.  Bigg(?8  book,  and  from  what  has  been  stated 
by  counsel,  that  the  practice  in  the  office  has  been  in 
accordance  with  the  course  taken  by  the  plaintiff,  I  at  first 
was  disposed  to  think  that,  whatever  my  own  opinion 
might  be,  it  would  be  Jbetter  to  direct  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  a  court  of  law.  Considering,  however,  that 
another  book  of  great  and  deserved  celebrity  has  been  in 
the  hands  of  the  profession  for  more  than  twenty-five  years, 
in  which  the  doctrine  advanced  by  Mr.  Bigge  has  been 
disputed  and  denied,  I  think  I  may  act  on  my  own 
opinion.    Therefore — 

Dismiss  the  bill  with  coets  as  against  the  infants,  and  withoat  costs  as 
against  the  defendant,  Mrs.  Fraser.  The  assignees  of  the  bankrupt  ab- 
solutely disclaiming  all  interest  in  the  suit,  let  them  have  their  cotti. 

Usual  decree  of  foreclosure  against  the  bankrupt 
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1842. 

Drtden  V.  Walfobd. 

JxLr.  KEENE,  for  the  defendant^  moved  that  the  personal  upon  the  death 
representative  of  the  deceased  sole  plaintiff,  might  be  or-  jfa;  Jhuclmrt 
dered  to  revive  the  suit  within  a  limited  time,  or  that  the  <*««""«<*  *<> . 

,  make  an-order  • 

bill  might  stand  dismissed.  that  his  repre- 

•entativefl 
should  revive 

Upon  the  Vice'Chaneelhr  expressing  a  doubt  whether  umel^oJthf^" 
such  an  order  ought  to  be  made —  bin  stand 

dismissed. 

Mr.  Chandlers,  amicus  cwri4B,  said,  that  in  Chowick  v. 
Dimea  (a),  the  Master  of  the  Rolb  had,  upon  a  review  of  all 
the  authorities,  made  such  an  order;  and  that  in  Canham 
V.  Vincent  (b),  the  Vtce-ChanceUar  of  England,  adopting  the 
practice  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  had  reversed  a  previous 
order  of  his  own,  in  which  he  had  decided  differently  (c). 

The  Yice-Chancellob  said,  that  in  his  opinion  such  an 
order  as  that  now  asked  for  could  not  be  made  consistently 
with  the  practice  of  the  Court;  and  that  as  there  appeared 
to  be  no  other  authority  for  it  than  the  very  recent  cases 
which  had  been  mentioned,  he  should  decline  to  make  the 
order.  The  party,  of  course,  could,  if  he  pleased,  make  an 
application  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  on  the  subject  (d). 

(a)  3  Beav.  290.  ^e}  8  Sim.  277. 

(6)  Ibid.,  cited.  (d)  See  Lee  ▼.  Lee,  I  Hare,  617. 
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1842. 

Manson  v.  Burton. 

Upon  the  bank-  X  HE  bill  was  filed  bj  partners  against  their  oo-partner, 
fend^Un^  '*  ^^^  ^^  account  of  the  partnership  dealings  and  transactions. 

co-partnership 
ault,  the  Court 

declined  to  Mr.  Boffers,  for  the  defendant,  who  had  become  bank- 
that  a  luppie-  rupt,  moved  that  the  plaintiff  might  either  file  a  snpple- 
shouid  be  filed  ii^i^tal  bill  against  the  assignees  within  a  given  time,  or 
within  a  given  i}^^  ^^g  bju  might  Stand  dismissed  with  costs.     He  cited 

time  against  ^ 

the  assignees,  or  Smith,  Ch.  Pr.  YoL  i,  p.  328;  Monieeth  v.  Taylor  {a); 

the  bill  sund        -n^   j  «  /»x 

dismissed.         RhoOe  V.  Sjpeor  (ft). 

Mr.  Toner,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

In  answer  to  a  question  from  the  Court,  Mr.  Sogers 
admitted  that  the  time  had  not  yet  arrived  at  which, 
in  the  ordinary  course,  the  bill  could  have  been  dis- 
missed for  want  of  prosecution;  but  he  said  that  the 
plaintiffs  had  not  filed  their  replication  till  after  the  bank- 
ruptcy. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^This  application  is  a  pure 
novelty.    The  motion  must  be  refused. 

(a)  9  Ves.  615.  (6)  4  Madd.  51. 
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1842. 

Adams  r.  Broke.  Jidy  Aih. 

ARBARA  COCKAYNE  MEDLICOTT,  by  her  will.  Where  by  the 

dated  the  20tli  February,  1888,  gave  and  deviaed  aU  her  tllTor^^^ttie  " 

estate  in  Bowell  in  the  county  of  Nortliampton  (except  ^^^l^^^^^^ 

Hall  farm)  to  the  use  of  the  Rev.  W.  Cockayne  Adams,  consent  of  the 

the  Rev.  John  Wetherall,  and  John  West,  Esq.,  their  heirs  is  necessary  to 

and  assigns,  during  the  life  of  her  daughter  Caroline  Eliza-  J^"*^]^  ^^f/j'J^' 

beth,  wife  of  Thomas  Philip  Macneil,  in  trust  for  her  sepa^  "'f,*";T/'P?P 

'  r  J  r        abill  filed  by  the 

rate  use,  and  after  her  decease,  to  the  use  of  the  first  and  trustees  to  com- 

other  sons  of  the  said  C.  E.  Macneil  by  her  said  hus-  performtmceof 

band,   successively  in  tail  male,  with  remainders  over.  Jaie°{h"pUin. 

And  the  testatrix  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  tif6,  in  order  to 

,  .  _  _    _  .  _        ~"; _    ,  obtain  a  decree 

the  said  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  for  specific  per- 
and  the  heirs  of  such  survivor,  at  any  time  or  times  there-  hnri  "g^must^ 
after,  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the  said  C.  E.  P'*»^?  }***^  ^^^ 

'  ...?__-—-       •'  — •  requisite  con- 

Macneil,  during  her  life,  testUied  by  some  writing  under  sent  to  the  con. 

her  hand  and  seal,  and  attested  by  two  or  more  credible  belroreU^e^fiiriTg 

witnesses,  to  dispose  of  and  convey,  either  by  way  of  abso-  ^  not  sufficient 

lute  sale  or  in  exchange  lor  other  hereditaments,  all  or  ^^I  ihe  purpose 

.  ,  of  obtaining  an 

any  part  of  the  said  hereditaments  thereinbefore  devised,  immediate  de- 

situate  in  Rowell  aforesaid,  and  the  inheritance  thereof  in  niat'suehMn. 

fee  simple,  to  any  person  or  person  for  such  purpose  or  "cforT'thc*^*'* 

purposes  as  to  the  same  trustees,  or  the  survivors,  &c.  hearing. 

-       _ ,  ,  _  4     ,    ,  .,.,«•  The  contract 

should  seem  reasonable.    And  the  testatrix  devised  all  her  on  which  an 
messuages  and  hereditaments  in  Great  Oakley  and  Kp-  creTfol'alS^ecmc 
well,  in  the  said  county  of  Northampton,  and  all  other  her  JI^„^h7""u8  " 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  not  there-  h>ve  been  com- 
inbefore  devised,  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  said  trustees,  es^entWpart* 
their  heirs  and  assigns,  upon  obtain  trusts  therein  de-  ^th^bfiK^^^"^ 
clared,  as  a  collateral  fund  in  aid  of  her  personal  estate  for 
the  payment  of  certain  legacies,  and  subject  thereto  to 
such  uses  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and 
with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  powers,  provisoes,  and 
declarations  as  were  thereinbefore  declared  concerning  the 
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estates  at  Pipwell^  except  that^  immediatdf  after  the  death 
of  her  daughter^  the  said  hereditaments  should  he  held  in 
trust  for  the  said  T.  P.  Macneil  for  his  life,  if  he  survived 
his  said  wife,  and  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  said  C.  E. 
Macneil  to  appoint  the  said  hereditaments  to  or  amongst 
any  one  or  more  of  her  said  sons ;  and  also  that,  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  C.  E.  Macneil,  and  during  the  life  of 
the  said  T.  P.  Macneil,  the  said  hereditaments  should, 
with  the  consent  of  the  said  T.  P.  Macneil,  be  capable  of 
being  sold  or  exchanged  in  the  same  manner  as  the  same 
might  be  sold  or  exchanged  in  the  lifetime  of  the  said 
C.  E.  Macneil,  with  her  consent,  and  at  her  request  in 
writing. 

The  testatrix  died,  leaving  the  devisees  named  in  her 
will  surviving  her. 

On  the  21st  December,  1841,  an  agreement  in  writing 
of  that  date  was  signed  by  the  two  surviving  trustees, 
Adams  and  Wetherall,  on  the  one  side,  and  William  De 
Capel  Broke,  on  the  other,  for  the  sale  by  the  former  to 
the  latter  of  the  Great  Oakley  and  Pipwell  estates  for 
£18,500. 

The  defendant  having  refused  to  complete  the  purchase, 
the  present  bill  was  filed  against  him,  to  compel  the  specific 
performance  of  the  contract.  Upon  the  cause  originally 
coming  on  for  hearing,  the  Vice-ChanceUor  took  notice 
that  it  did  not  appear  that  the  contract  was  entered  into 
with  the  consent  of  C.  E.  Macneil;  and,  by  consent,  the 
cause  was  allowed  to  stand  over,  that  the  plaintiffs  might 
consider  that  point. 

The  cause  now  came  on  again  for  hearing,  when  the 
plaintiff's  counsel  produced  a  deed,  executed  by  C.  E.  Mac- 
neil, and  dated  the  28th  June,  1842,  which  was  subsequent 
to  the  original  hearing,  whereby  it  was  declared  that  C.  E. 
Macneil  ratified  the  contract.  The  deed  was  proved  by 
afSdavit«. 
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After  some  discussion  as  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evi-      ^1842>^ 
dence^  the  deed  was  read  by  consent. 

Mr.  Swanston  and  Mr.  Jamea^  for  the  plaintiffs. — ^We 
submit  that  it  is  immaterial  when  the  consent  is  obtained. 
It  has  been  decided  at  law^  that  an  action  cannot  be 
maintained  against  a  lessee  for  assigning  without  a  license/ 
merely  because  the  license  was  not  obtained  before  the 
day  when  possession  ought  to  have  been  given :  Stowell  v. 
Robifuon  (a).  The  principle  of  that  case  applies  here. 
What  has  been  done  is  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of 
the  court :  Paton  r.  Rogers  (A) ;  Hoggari  v.  Scott  (c.)  It  is 
sufficient  if  a  good  title  is  shewn  at  the  hearing.  Besides, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  will,  it  is  sufficient  if  the 
married  woman  'dispose  and  convey .''  Her  consent  to 
the  contract  of  the  trustees  is  not  necessary. 

Mr.  Wigram  and  Mr.  Reynolds^  for  the  defendant. 

The  Yice-Chancellob. — An  estate  is  placed  in  strict 
settlement,  which  the  trustees  have  power  to  sell  and  with- 
draw from  the  settlement  with  the  consent  of  a  married 
lady,  to  be  given  under  her  hand  and  seal,  and  to  be  at- 
tested by  two  or  more  witnesses.  The  main  branch  of  the 
argument  has  been,  that  this  Court  is  to  regard  the  con- 
tract on  which  the  case  is  to  be  sent  into  the  Master's 
office  as  a  contract  by  the  two  trustees;  without  any 
evidence  of  consent  by  the  married  lady,  as  required  by 
the  deed,  or  even  in  writing.  It  is  impossible  to  say  that 
the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  is  merely  formal  mat- 
ter. As  between  the  tenant  for  life  and  the  trustees, 
one  is  a  check  upon  the  other.  The  estate  is  not  dealt 
with  for  the  purposes  of  sale,  till  there  is  a  contract 
by  the  two  trustees  with  the  consent  of  the  wife.     I 

(a)  3  Bing.  N.  C.  Wti^2r  {b)  6  Madd.-7/i^  (c)  1  R.  &  M.  293. 
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do  not  jsay  tHat  this  conBent  most  be  contemporaneous 
with  the  act  of  the  {Kistees,  but  till  there  is  such  con- 
sent there  is  no  contract.  Here  the  plaintiffs  bring  for- 
ward a  case  in  which^  at  least  up  to  the  time  of  filing 
the  bill,  no  contract  has  been  proved.  Whether,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  is  a  sufficient  ground  for  dis* 
missing  the  bill  is  another  thing.  That  has  not  been 
the  contention.  The  contention  has  been,  that  the  Court 
ought  to  send  this  case  to  the  Master's  office  without 
evidence  of  the  consent  of  the  tenant  for  life  to  the  con- 
tract. In  point  of  form,  I  cannot  at  this  moment  look  at 
the  instrument  which  is  said  to  amount  to  a  consent  on 
her  part.    Therefore — 


,      Inquiab  whether  Mn.  Macneil  consented  to  the  contract,  and  whether 
\  the  trustees  entered  into  it  at  her  request,  and  hy  her  direction,  and  whether 
I  such  request  and  direction  have  heen  expressed  hy  writing  under  her 
\  hand  and  seal,  attested  hy  two  witnesses.  •  And  if  the  Master  shall  find 
in  the  affirmatiTC,  declare  that  the  contract  ought  to  he  specifically  per- 
formed, and  refer  it  to  the  Master  to  inquire  whether  a  good  title  can  be 
made,  and  when  it  was  first  shewn. 


X:ASE8  in   CHANCEBr.  681 

jfL^/0/*^^'^  ,842. 

Habvst  Combb^  Josbph  Delafibld^  and  William  Db-  Jum  2iti,  9M. 

LAFiBLD  ..--....      PlaintiflBi,  SJh^.Jsr 

The  Matob  and  Commonalty  and  Citizens  op  thb         ^   ^^      ^ 
City    op    London^    John    Hubcombb^    and    John  ' 

Eaybes^  and  Henby  Woodthobfb     -      Defendants. 

xN  July^  1839^  tlie  Mayor  and  Commonalty  and  Citizens  In  a  rait  UiBti. 
of  the  city  of  London  filed  their  bill  against  the  present  the  Corpon- 
plaintiffs,  who  were  partners  and  brewers  in  the  Savoy,  in  ^^^^^^ 
St.  Martin's  in  the  Fields,  Westminster,  which,  after  aid  of  a  defence 

to  abill  brought 

alleging  that  the  citizens  of  London  had,  for  a  very  long  pe-  by  them  for  an 

riod,  enjoyed  great  and  extensive  privileges,  which  had  been  J^lSeged 

conferred  npon  them  by  royal  charter,  and  many  valuable  ^^^^^^^ 

rights  and  privileges  by  custom  and  prescription,  which  title  by  pre- 

scnptionf  the 
had  from  time  to  time  been  confirmed  and  sanctioned  by  corporation  ad. 

charters  and  acts  of  Parliament,  contained  the  following  J^onofJw!* 

statements: — ^That  the  corporation  of  London  and  their  ^j^^'^jjjj^. 

predecessors,  from  time  immemorial,  have  been  legally  en-  cnmenta  re. 

titled  to  exercise  and  enjoy,  and  have  of  right  exercised  matters  in 

and  enjoyed,  the  oflBce  of  measurer  and  measuring  of  all  tC^^SIwed* 

grain  of  whatsoever  kind,  and  also  of  all  kinds  of  salt,  and  J?]^*4j^  ®f 

of  allkinds  of  apples,  pears,  plums,  and  other  fruit  what-  were  intended 

soever,  and  also  all  kinds  of  roots  eatable,  and  of  onions,  evidenceagainit 

and  of  all  mercantile  wares  and  things  whatsoever  mea-  ^t^J^^^y 

siu-able,  in  or  unto  the  port  of  London  coming,  carried,  or  did  not  with 

raffictent  pre* 

brought  upon  the  water  of  Thames,  in  whatsoever  ship,  ciaion  deny 
barge,  boat,  or  vessel,  floating,  laden,  and  being  on  what-  ^uJpuSffi' 

title,  or  con- 
tain matter  impeaditng  their  own  defence  i^Heid,  that  the  plaintilTs  in  the  bill  of  discovery 
were  entitled  to  the  production  of  such  docnments. 

To  protect  a  defendant  from  the  disoorery  or  prodoction  of  a  doeoment  relathig  to  the  rabject 
in  dispute,  it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  should  be  evidence  of  his  title,  or  oontsin  evidence  whidi 
he  intends  or  is  entitled  to  use  in  support  of  his  case  ;  it  must  contain  no  matter  rapporting  the 
plaintiff's  title  or  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  impeaching  the  defence,  and  the  defendant  must  aver 
by  his  answer,  with  a  reasonable  degree  of  distinctness,  that  the  document  does  contain  norach 
matter. 

Production  of  cases  and  opmiona  of  counsel  thereon,  relating  to  the  matters  in  issne, 
refused. 

VOL.  I.  T  T  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.       soever  part  of  the  said  water  of  Thames^  and  upon  what- 
Co'bm^     soever  bank^  shore^  or  wharf  of  the  said  water  of  Thames^ 
V-  which  shall  come  to^  arrive,  abide,  be  delivered  or  laid 

OF  London,  down  firom  the  bridge  of  the  town  of  Staines,  westward  to 
the  bridge  of  London,  and  from  thence  to  the  place  called 
Yendall,  otherwise  Yantlet,  towards  the  sea  and  east,  and 
in  Medway,  and  in  the  said  port  of  the  city  of  London 
aforesaid,  and  to  exercise  and  occupy  the  same  office  by  the 
mayor  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being  during  the  time 
of  his  mayoralty,  or  by  his  sufficient  deputies ;  and  also  for 
all  the  time  aforesaid  have  had  and  taken,  and  ought  to 
have  and  take,  to  their  proper  use  by  the  mayor  of  the  said 
city  for  the  time  being  during  his  mayoralty,  or  by  his  suf- 
ficient deputies,  all  wages,  rewards,  fees,  and  profits,  to  the 
same  office  belonging. 

The  bill  then,  after  setting  forth  a  charter  of  the  3rd 
Jac.  1,  whereby  the  alleged  right  of  the  corporation  was 
stated  to  have  been  confirmed,  alleged  in  substance  as  fol- 
lows : — ^That  the  port  of  London  extends  firom  Yantlet  to 
Staines  Bridge;  that  the  corporation  and  their  predecessors 
have  been,  firom  time  immemorial,  and  are  conservators  of 
the  river  Thames  and  port  of  London;  that  a  competent 
number  of  proper  persons  have,  firom  time  immemorial, 
and  at  all  times,  been  appointed  by  the  corporation  and 
their  predecessors  to  discharge  the  duties  of  measurer; 
that  such  persons,  called  corn-meters,  are  duly  sworn, 
and  have  firom  time  immemorial  attended  and  do  still 
attend  at  proper  places  of  resort  in  London,  Southwark> 
and  Middlesex,  with  proper  implements,  &c.,  to  receive 
orders  for  measuring  com,  malt,  and  grain,  brought 
on  the  river  Thames,  and  unloaded  within  the  port  of 
London;  and  that  they  have  always  performed  and  con- 
tinue to  perform  faithfully  their  duties  as  such  corn- 
meters;  that  there  has  been  firom  time  immemorial  an  an- 
cient office  in  the  city  of  London,  called  the  Cocket 
Office,  and  that  it  is  now  and  has  fix)m  time  to  time  fix)m. 
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time  immemorial  been  the  custom  and  practice  for  all  per-        1842. 
sons  bringing  com,  malt,  and  grain,  by  the  river  Thames      ^combiT 
eastwards  into  the  port  of  London,  to  be  unladen  within  *• 

the  limits  ot  the  said  port^  and  their  duty,  to  cause  an  en«  of  Lokdov. 
try  to  be  made  at  the  said  Cocket  Office,  expressing  the 
name  of  the  ship  or  vessel,  together  with  the  description  and 
quantity  of  the  com,  malt,  and  grain  therein  contained, 
and  intended  to  be  unladen  within  the  port  aforesaid,  and 
to  obtain  a  Cocket  warrant  or  permit  from  and  under  the 
hand  of  the  lord  mayor  of  the  said  city  for  the  time  being 
directed  to  the  corn-meters,  authorizing  and  directing 
them  to  mete  and  measure  such  corn,  malt,  and  grain; 
that  upon  the  receipt  of  such  warrant,  one  or  more  of  the 
said  meters  have  always  attended,  &c.,  and  that  the  corpo- 
ration have  immemorially  claimed,  asserted,  and  enforced 
such  right  of  metage;  and  that  they  or  their  deputiea 
have,  time  out  of  mind,  had,  claimed,  demanded,  and  re- 
ceived, and  been  paid,  a  certain  ancient  fee  anciently  due 
and  accustomed,  to  wit,  one  halfpenny  for  every  quarter 
Winchester  measure,  or  quantity  corresponding  therewith, 
of  British  and  Irish  grown  com,  malt,  and  grain,  and 
measurable  seed  brought  ih  manner  aforesaid,  and  unloaded 
within  the  port  of  London;  and  that  besides  the  said  an- 
cient fee  or  duty,  there  have  been  from  time  to  time  from 
time  immemorial  certain  other  reasonable  fees  or  wages 
and  rewards  payable  and  paid  by  the  several  and  respective 
importers  of  such  com,  malt,  and  grain,  and  measurable 
seeds,  to  the  corporation  and  their  predecessors,  in  respect 
of  the  work  and  labour  of  measuring,  or  being  ready  and 
willing  to  measure,  such  com,  malt,  and  grain,  vis.  Sd.  for 
every  last  of  light  grain,  and  lOd.  for  every  last  of  heavy 
grain  (in  the  name  of  fillage),  and  Id.  for  grain  imported 
into  the  port  of  London  eastward  of  London  Bridge,  ex- 
cept from  Essex  and  Kent,  (in  the  name  of  lastage). 

The  bill  then,  after  alleging  that  the  present  plaintiffs 
had  landed  at  their  wharf  in  the  Savoy  large  quanti- 

T  T  2 
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1842.        ^^^  o^  ^'^^  ^°^  Yannouth  and  other  plaoesj  part  of 
^    "^    •'      which  they  had  consumed  in  the  way  of  their  trade^  and 
9.  part  of  which  they  had  sold^  without  giving  notice  to  the 

ow^^^^  corporation,  or  to  the  com-meters,  or  at  the  Cocket  Office, 
and  without  obtaining  such  warrants,  or  paying  such  fees 
as  aforesaid,  prayed  for  an  account  of  the  malt  so  disposed 
of  since  the  year  1838,  and  of  the  sums  due  to  the  corpo- 
ration firom  the  present  plaintiffs  in  respect  of  such  ancient 
and  accustomed  fees,  wages,  and  rewards,  and  their  said 
office  of  measurer;  and,  if  necessary,  that  the  right  of  the 
corporation  to  such  ancient  fees,  wages,  and  rewards,  and 
the  said  office  of  measurer,  might  be  established  by  the 
decree  of  the  Court. 

To  this  bill  the  plaintiffs  put  in  their  answer,  and  like- 
wise filed  a  cross  bill  for  discovery  of  documents.  The 
substance  of  their  case,  as  alleged  by  their  answer  and 
cross  bill,  was  this : — ^That  the  right  of  metage  claimed  by 
the  corporation  had  no  legal  origin;  that  such  claim 
commenced  long  since  the  time  of  legal  memory,  and  that 
the  exercise  of  it,  so  far  as  it  had  been  exercised,  was  of 
modem  origin;  that  in  the  time  of  Henry  the  Third,  the 
only  port  in  London  at  which  com  could  be  landed  was 
Queenhithe,  to  which  place,  under  an  order  of  the  seventh 
of  that  reign,  foreign  ships  (or  vessels  not  belonging  to  the 
citizens  of  London)  were  compelled  to  unload  their  com, 
and  to  pay  certain  dues  for  the  use  of  the  king;  that  this 
order  did  not  affect  citizens  who  imported  com ;  that  by 
a  covenant  of  the  30  Hen.  3,  between  the  Earl  of  Corn- 
wall and  John  de  Gysors,  then  mayor  of  London,  and  by  a 
charter  of  confirmation  of  the  31  Hen.  8.,  Queenhithe 
was  granted  to  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty  of  the 
city  of  London,  who  then  first  took  possession  of  it; 
that  they  thenceforth,  to  the  time  of  King  Edward  IV., 
used  and  enjoyed.  Queenhithe  as  the  only  or  principal 
place  for  the  landing  of  com  in  London  by  the  river 
Thames,  and  for  the  sale  of  such  com;  that  after  the 
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cbarter  was  so  granted^  and  possession  was  so  taken^  the        1842. 

corporation  for  the  first  time  appointed  a  body  of  men  to        combe 

measure  and  cany  corn^  grain,  and  other  articles  brought  v. 

,  ,  Corporation 

mto  London  by  citizens ;  that  such  office  of  measurmg  and    of  London. 

carrying  was  instituted  and  practised  for  the  sole  conve- 
nience of  the  said  citizens,  or  the  inhabitants  of  the  said 
city,  and  was  not  a  franchise  of  the  corporation,  and  that 
strangers  could  not  require  the  measurement  of  articles 
imported  by  them,  without  a  licence  from  the  bailiffs  of 
Queenhithe;  that  this,  and  also  the  rates  for  metage, 
appeared  from  an  inquisition  taken  before  Elias  Russell, 
Mayor  of  London,  in  the  29  Edw.  1,  (set  out  in  the  bill) ; 
that  the  rates  and  dues  now  claimed  for  metage  far  ex- 
ceeded those  mentioned  in  the  finding  to  such  inquisition; 
that  there  was  no  documentary  evidence  respecting  the 
customs  or  dues  of  measuring  and  carrying  com  and  grain 
and  other  articles  of  provision,  landed  in  the  city  from 
vessels  on  the  Thames,  more  ancient  in  date  than  the 
aforesaid  inquisition  and  finding;  that  it  appeared  6com 
an  act  of  common  council  of  8  or  4  Edw.  4,  (set  out  in  the 
bill),  that  Billingsgate,  as  well  as  Queenhithe,  was  then  a 
public  market;  and  that  they  were  then  the  only  public  mar- 
kets for  the  sale  of  com,  grain,  and  other  articles  imported 
as  aforesaid;  that  it  appeared  from  the  before-mentioned 
inquisition  and  finding  of  29  Edw.  1,  and  from  an  order 
of  the  court  of  aldermen  and  report  thereon  in  the  8Eliz., 
and  from  a  proclamation  of  9  Eliz.,  and  from  a  charter  of 
8  Jac.  1,  (20th  September,  1609),  (all  set  out  in  the  bill), 
and  the  fact  was,  that  the  right  of  the  corporation  (if  any) 
to  measure  com,  malt,  and  other  grain  for  citizens,  and 
to  demand  fees  or  wages  in  respect  thereof,  was  limited  to 
such  of  the  last-mentioned  particulars  as  were  brought  by 
way  of  the  river  Thames  to  the  city  of  London  to  be  there 
sold  in  public  market;  that,  except  upon  license,  there  was 
no  custom  to  measure  com,  &c.  for  strangers  till  long 
after  the  29  Edw.  1,  and  no  claim  of  any  right  of  metage 
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.  1842.        at  private  wharfs  witliin  the  city  until  long  after  the  char- 
'coiiBB^      *®'  ^^  ^  ^^*  ^*  mentioned  in  the  defendants  bill;  that  it 
V.  appeared  by  the  books  of  the  corporation^  and  their  depu- 

.  OF  London,  ties^  and  the  fact  was,  that,  until  late  years,  the  corporation 
did  not  claim  metage  beyond  the  local  limits  of  the  city; 
that  the  claim  of  metage  to  the  westward  of  the  locallimits 
was  not  made  till  about  thirty  years  ago,  and  in  many 
instances,  as  would  appear  from  books  and  papers  in  pos- 
session of  the  corporation,  had  been  defeated  or  submitted 
to  through  fear  or  misapprehension  of  the  rights  of  the 
parties;  and  that  the  claim  of  metage  in  private  wharfs 
westward  of  the  local  limits  of  the  city  had  not  been  made 
till  about  ten  years  since. 

The  bill  of  discovery  then,  after  stating  that  the  right  of 
metage  claimed  by  the  defendants'  bill  was  co-extensive  in 
point  of  locality  with  a  certain  claim  of  porterage  of  com, 
&c.  set  up  by  the  fellowship  of  porters  of  Billingsgate  as 
appointees  of  the  corporation,  proceeded  to  set  forth  shortly 
the  purport  and  object  of  a  bill  filed  in  October,  1880,  by 
the  corporation  and  the  fellowship  of  porters  against  the 
present  plaintiffs  to  establish  such  claim  of  porterage.  (See 
the  substance  of  that  bill  stated,  Younge  jr  Cottyer^s  Be- 
porU,  Vol.  IV.  p.  189.) 

The  bill  of  discovery  then  alleged  that  the  defendants,  the 
,  corporation,  and  the  other  defendants  thereto,  and  the  fel- 
;  lowship  of  porters,  consisting  in  part  of  the  said  com- 
;  meters,  (as  members  of  the  said  fellowship,  and  in  that 
character  alone),  had  in  their  possession,  custody,  or  power 
divers  accounts  and  books  of  account,  in  which  entries  had 
been  made  of  all  com,  malt,  and  grain,  and  other  articles 
measured  by  the  said  corn-meters  during  a  long  series  of 
years,  together  with  the  names  of  the  persons  on  whose 
behalf  and  the  times  and  places  at  which  such  measuring 
had  been  made,  and  the  fees  and  wages  for  such  measures; 
and  that  the  defendants,  the  corporation,  and  the  other 
defendants,  had  access  to  such  accounts  and  books  of 
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account,  and  were  entitled  to  inspect  and  copy  the  same;        1842. 

and  that  if  such  books  and  accounts  were  produced  it  would       combb 

thereby  appear  that  the  right  of  measuring  com,  malt,  ^-^ 

grain,  and  other  articles,  claimed  by  the  corporation,  had    or  London. 

not  been  exercised  at  any  place  above  or  to  the  west  of  the^ 

dty  of  London  longer  than  thirty  years  last  past ;  and  that 

at  some  of  the  places,  at  which  com,  malt,  and  other  grain 

had  been  imported  for  a  long  series  of  years  between 

Staines  Bridge  and  the  city  aforesaid,  it  had  not  been 

exercised  longer  than  three  or  fonr  years  last  past,  and 

that  at  others  of  such  last-mentioned  places  it  had  never 

been  exercised  at  all ;  and  that  such  alleged  right  had  not 

been  exercised  until  late  years  at  any  of  the  places  lying 

on  the  banks  of  the  said  river  Thames,  below  or  to  the 

east  of  the  said  dty,  although  at  many  of  such  places, 

com,  malt,  and  grain  had,  from  time  immemorial,  or  for  a 

long  series  of  years,  been  imported  and  landed  from  vessels 

on  the  said  river  Thames;  and  it  would  iurther  appear, 

^m  the  said  books  and  accounts,  if  produced,  that  the 

rates  of  fees,  wages,  and  rewards  claimed  and  received  on 

account  of  the  metage  aforesaid,  and  the  labour  incidental 

thereto,  had  from  time  to  time  varied. 

The  bill  of  discovery  frirther  alleged  that  John  Hur- 
combe  and  John  Eayres,  defendants  thereto,  were  respec- 
tivdy  members  of  the  corporation  of  the  dty  of  London, 
the  former  holding  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  corn-meters' 
office,  and  the  latter  the  office  of  clerk  at  Brook's  wharf 
for  the  corn-meters,  and  that  they  were  respectively 
agents  of  the  corporation,  and  of  the  said  fellowship,  or 
of  the  said  corn-meters;  and  that,  on  their  behalf,  they 
had  the  care  and  custody  of  all  books,  accounts,  and  papers 
relating  to  the  metage  in  question,  and  the  work  which 
had  been  done  and  the  fees  which  had  been  recdved  in 
respect  thereof;  and  that  Henry  Woodthorpe,  a  defendant 
thereto,  was  a  member  of  the  said  corporation,  and  held 
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the  oiBce  of  town-clerk  of  the  said  citjr  and  corporation, 
and  was  their  agent^  and  as  anch  had  the  care  and  custody 
of  all  the  archives,  deeds,  records,  muniments,  papers, 
and  evidences,  relating  to  the  matters  aforesaid.  The 
bill  then,  after  enumerating  several  charters  and  other 
ancient  documents,  most  of  which  have  been  before  re- 
ferred to,  charged  that  the  defendants,  the  corporation, 
and  the  other  defendants  thereto,  had  in  their  possession, 
u  power,  or  custody,  copies  or  abstracts  of,  or  extracts  firom 
all  the  said  several  last^mentioned  documents,  or  knew 
where  the  same,  or  copies  thereof,  were  to  be  found,  and 
ought  to  discover  the  same;  and  that  they  had  in  their 
possession,  power,  or  custody,  some  printed  or  other  books, 
repertories,  archives,  papers,  and  evidences,  in  which  the 
aforesaid  particulars  or  documents  were  set  forth,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  or  were  recorded  and  mentioned;  and  that  they 
also  had  in  their  possession,  custody,  or  power,  some  docu- 
ments, or  copies,  or  abstracts  thereof,  or  extracts  therefirom, 
relating  to  the  dues  and  charges  received  by  the  bailiffs,  or 
other  officers  of  Queenhithe  aforesaid,  for  or  on  behalf  of 
the  king,  or  knew  where  the  same  were  to  be  found ;  and 
that  the  defendants,  the  corporation,  possessed  certain 
written  or  printed  books,  and  certain  repertories,  in  some 
of  which  were  entered  or  to  be  found  divers  notices,  state- 
ments, histories,  and  copies,  or  abstracts  of  documents,  or 
extracts  therefrom,  respectively  relating  to  Queenhithe  and 
Billingsgate  aforesaid,  and  the  several  documents  therein- 
before mentioned,  and  the  measuring  and  carrying  of  com 
and  grain  by  the  meters  and  porters  aforesaid.  The  bill 
then  chained  that  all  the  defendants  had  in  their  posses- 
sion, custody,  or  power,  divers  cases  and  opinions  of  coun- 
sel relating  to  the  right  of  measuring,  ftc.,  which  were  pre- 
pared and  answered  long  before  the  matter  now  in  dispute 
between  the  parties  was  agitated  between  them,  and  which 
ought  to  be  produced,  &c. 
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The  defendants,  Hnrcombe  and  Eayres,  hj  their  answer,        1842. 
admitted  that  all  the  books  of  account,  and  accounts  rela-       combe^ 
tive  to  the  metage,  had  been  for  some  time  past  kept  by  «• 

them.   They  denied  that  if  the  said  books  of  account  were    of  London. 
produced,  it  woiQd  appear  that  the  right  of  metage  claimed 
by  the  corporation  was  not  exercised  at  any  place  above 
or  to  the  west  of  the  city  longer  than  thirty  years  ago. 
Thqr  then  mentioned  several  places  to  the  west  of  the 
dty,  as  Kingston,  Battersea,  ftc.,  at  which  metage  had  been 
done  at  an  earlier  period,  as  to  which  there  were  entries  in 
the  books,  and  they  set  forth  the  earliest  entries  respecting 
the  metage  at  those  places.    They  stated,  that  it  had  not 
been  the  practice  to  specify  in  the  entries,  relative  to 
metage  below  or  to  the  eastward  of  the  city,  the  names 
of  the  particular  places  where  the  metage  was  done.    At 
a  subsequent  part  of  their  answer  they  stated,  that  ''they 
have  hereinbefore  set  forth  and  discovered  the  names  of 
all  places  on  the  banks  of  the  said  river,  other  than  those 
which  are  in  the  said  city  of  London,  at  which  the  exercise    ' 
of  the  said  right  of  metage  is  shewn  or  appears  by  any 
entries  in  the  said  books  of  account,  which  these  defendants 
have  met  with ;  but  these  defendants  say,  that  such  books 
of  account  are  numerous,  and  may  contain  the  names  of 
many  other  places  than  such  as  are  hereinbefore  mentioned  , 
at  which  the  right  of  such  metage  has  been  exercised;  but  | 
save  as  hereinbefore  is  mentioned,  these  defendants  deny,  ' 
to  the  best  of  their  knowledge,  information,  and  belief, 
that  it  would  appear  by  the  said  books  of  account,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  if  produced,  that  the  rates  of  the  fees, 
wages,  and  rewards,  claimed  or  received  on  account  of  the 
metage  aforesaid,  or  the  labour  incidental  thereto  have, 
from  time  to  time,  or  at  any  times  or  time  varied;  and 
save  as  hereinbefore  is  mentioned,  these  defendants  deny, 
to  the  best  of  their  knowledge,  information,  and  belief,  that 
in  &ct  the  rates  of  the  said  fees,  wages,  or  rewards  for 
such  metage  as  aforesaid,  or  the  labour  incidental  thereto, 
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1842.        ^  >^y  ^^  either  of  them^  have  or  has,  firom  time  to  timei 

"     '     "     or  at  any  time  or  times  Taried^  or  that  the  fees,  wages,  or 

9.  rewards  now  charged  in  respect  of  metage,  except  the  said 

OF  ixmTON.    f^  <>f  ^*  s^  10^'  ^  ^6  name  of  fillage,  or  any  or  either 

of  them,  have  not  always  been  uniform,  or  have  not  existed 

from  time  immemorial,''  &c. 

The  defendants,  the  corporation  of  London  and  Henry 
Woodthorpe,  by  their  answer,  denied  the  principal  alle- 
gations contained  in  the  bill  of  discoveiy  relative  to  the 
claim  in  question.  With  respect  to  the  metage  books^ 
they  averred  as  follows: — ^''And  these  defendants  say, 
that  all  the  books  of  account  and  accounts  relative  to 
metage  are  kept  by  the  respective  persons  hereinafter 
named,  and  none  of  such  books  of  account  or  accounts 
are  in  the  actual  possession  or  custody  of  these  defend- 
ants,  or  either  of  them ;  and  these  defendants  have  not 
had  occasion  for  many  years  to  examine  or  inspect  the 
same,  except  that  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.  (a), 
say,  they  have  lately  caused  the  said  books  of  account 
and  accounts  to  be  examined,  and  the  same  relate  to 
dues  and  wages  and  receipts  of  the  said  comrmetem, 
for  the  metage  of  com  and  grain  in  exercise  of  the 
judd  right;  and  such  books  of  account  contain  entries 
which  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.,  are  advised  and 
believe  form  most  material  evidence  in  support  of  their 
exclusive  right  of  metage  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  and 
which  books  of  account  these  defendants  last  named  in- 
tend to  make  use  of  in  evidence,  on  the  hearing  of  the 
cause  between  these  defendants  last  named  and  the  said 
^  plaintiffs,  in  support  thereof.  However,  these  defendants, 
the  mayor,  fee.,  say,  that  they  have  hereinafter  set  forth, 
according  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge,  information,  and 

(a)  The  wordi  "Mayor  &c."  zens  of  the  CiQr  of  London,"  with- 
are  intended  to  express  '*  The  out  the  defendant^  Heniy  Wood- 
Mayor  and  Commonalty  and  Citi-      thorpe. 
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4ielief,  the  earliest  entries  in  the  said  books  of  account        1842. 
respecting  such  metage/'    The  defendants^  at  a  subse-        combb 
quent  part  of  their  answer,  stated^  that  the  earliest  entries  *• 

respecting  such  metage  at  private  whar&  west  of  the  dty,  ow  hfmwm. 
in  such  books  of  account,  were  in  the  words  and  figures 
following,  that  is  to  say: — 1789,  Januaiy  16th,  Isaac 
Streley,  Windsor,  Melford  Lane,  &c.;  ''but  they  believe 
that  many  of  the  older  books  of  accounts  hare  been  lost. 
And  these  defendants  say,  that  the  said  books  of  account 
now  in  existence  are  numerous,  and  these  defendants  have 
not  met  with  any  entries  therein  of  metage  done  at  any 
private  wharfs  westward  of  the  said  city  of  London,  except 
at  such  several  places  as  are  hereinbefore  mentioned/' 

Li  a  subsequent  part  of  their  answer,  the  defendants 
stated  as  follows : — **  They  believe  it  to  be  true,  that  the 
corn-meters  have  in  their  possession,  subject  to  the  in- 
spection of  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.,  divers  books 
of  account,  containing  entries  of,  or  relating  to  all,  or  the 
greater  part  of  the  com,  malt,  and  grain  which  have  been 
measured  by  them,  or  by  the  corn-meters  of  the  city  of 
London  since  the  year  1699;  and  that  such  books  of 
account  are  deposited  in  the  office  or  place  of  resort  of 
the  said  corn-meters,  situate  at  Great  Tower  Street  and 
Brook's  Wharf,  in  the  said  city  of  London,  and  are  in  the 
•possession  of  the  said  John  Hurcombe  and  John  Eayres ; 
and  these  defendants  admit,  that  these  defendants,  the. 
mayor,  fee.,  have  access  to  the  said  books  of  account,  and 
are  entitled  to  inspect  and  take  copies  of  the  same;  and 
these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.,  say,  that  they  never  in 
fact,  until  after  they  were  called  upon  to  put  in  their 
answer  to  the  said  bill,  inspected  the  same,  the  same 
having  been  kept  entirely  by  and  under  the  sole  inspec- 
tion and  control  of  the  said  corn-meters,  whose  interests 
the  said  books  relate  to  and  concern.  And  these  defend- 
ants say,  that  none  of  such  books  are  or  is  in  the  actual 
custody  or  possession  of  these  defendants,  or  any  of  them; 
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1842.        but  these  defendant  believe^  that  all  of  such  books  as  now 

CoMBB        ®^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  actual  possession  and  custody  of  the  de- 

V.  fendants,  John  Hurcombe  and  John  Eayres.  or  one  of 

GOftPO&ATIOir  ar  ' 

OF  London,  them.  And  these  defendants  admit,  that  the  said  books 
have  been  kept  by  the  said  corn-meters,  as  the  deputies 
of  the  said  corporation  of  London;  and  that  some  of  the 
said  books  of  account  do  contain  entries  of  the  names  of 
some  of  the  persons  on  whose  behalf,  and  of  some  of  the 
places  at  which  such  measuring  has  been  made,  and  of 
some  of  the  respective  times,  since  the  year  1699,  when 
such  measuring  was  done,  and  of  some  of  the  fees,  wages, 
and  rewards  received  for  such  measurings  respectively,'' 
&C.  "  And  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.,  say,  that  such 
of  the  said  books  of  account  as  they  have  caused  to  be  in- 
spected, as  hereinbefore  is  mentioned,  and  as  they  have 
been  informed  and  believe  are  now  known  to  exist,  do  not 
go  further  back,  and  do  not  contain  any  entry  of  an  earlier 
date  than  the  year  1699.  And  these  defendants  deny,  that 
I  if  the  said  books  of  account  were  produced,  it  would 
.  appear  thereby,  or  by  any  or  either  of  them,  that  the 
right  of  metage  claimed  by  the  bill  of  these  defendants, 
the  mayor,  &c.,  was  not  exercised  at  any  place  above, 
or  to  the  west  of  the  said  city  of  London,  longer  than 
thirty  years  ago.  And  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c., 
say,  that  the  earliest  entry  in  the  oldest  of  the  said 
books  of  account  known  to  the  defendants  last-named, 
&c.,  is  fee.  And  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c.,  deny 
that  it  would  appear  by  the  said  books  of  account,  or  any 
or  either  of  them,  if  produced,  that  the  said  right  or  fran- 
chise of  metage  was  not  exercised,  &c.,  between  Staines 
Bridge  and  the  said  city  of  London  respectively,  longer 
ago  than  three  or  four  years  firom  the  time  in  the  said  bill 
in  that  behalf  mentioned :  and  these  defendants  say,  that 
the  earliest  entry  in  the  said  books  of  account,  or  any  of 
them,  known  to  these  defendants  last  named,  of  the  exer- 
cise of  the  said  right  of  metage  at  Kingston,  is  in  the 
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words  and  figures  following.  Sec  And  these  defendants  1842. 
say,  that  the  earliest  entry  in  the  said  books  of  account,  combb 
or  any  of  them,  which  these  defendants  have  met  with  of  ^       «• 

"  ^  CoftPO»ATION 

the  exercise  of  the  said  right  of  metage  at  Wandsworth,  of  London. 
is  in  the  words  and  figures  following,''  &c.  [Then  fol- 
lowed similar  allegations  as  to  metage  at  Battersea,  and 
other  places.]  ''But  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c., 
say^  that  it  does  not  appear  by  the  said  books  of  account, 
or  any  of  them,  as  they  believe,  and  these  last-named 
defendants  have  no  means  of  knowing  whether  the  me- 
tage, which  was  done  at  the  several  and  respective  towns 
and  places  hereinbefore  mentioned  above,  or  to  the  west 
of  the  said  city  of  London,  was  done  at  public  or  pri- 
vate wharfs  there,  or  at  what  particular  wharfs  or  places 
such  metage  was  done;  and  although  these  defendants, 
the  mayor,  &c.,  say  they  have  not  discovered  any  en- 
tries or  entry  in  such  books  of  account,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  of  the  exercise  of  such  right  of  metage  at  Chertsey, 
&c.,  yet  these  defendants  believe  that  such  right  of  metage 
has  been  always  exercised  at  such  several  last-mentioned 
places,  ftc.:  and  these  defendants  deny,  to  the  best  of 
their  knowledge,  information,  and  beUef,  that  it  would 
appear  by  the  said  books  of  account,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  if  produced,  that  the  said  right  of  metage  has  not 
been  exercised  at  any  of  the  places  lying  on  the  banks  of 
the  said  river  below,  or  to  the  east  of  the  said  city,  until 
late  years." 

The  defendants,  the  corporation,  then  stated  their  belief, 
that  it  had  not  been  the  practice  to  enter  in  the  books  of 
account  the  names  of  places  in  respect  of  metage  done 
below  or  to  the  east  of  the  city  of  London,  such  metage 
usually  taking  place  on  board  the  vessel,  &c. :  and  the  de- 
fendants, collectively,  stated  their  belief,  that  the  earliest 
entry  which  they  had  met  with  as  to  metage  below  the  city 
was  thus — "April,  1699,  &c.;''  and  they  believed  that  very 
little  of  any  com,  ftc.,  was  landed  between  Staines  Bridge 
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1842J        and  Yantletj  where  the  corn-metera  had  not   exercisedy 
CoMBv^      *^^  ^^  ^^*  continue  to  exercise^  the  right  of  metage. 
9.  ''  However^  for  the  reasons  herein  mentioned,  these  de- 

OF  LoKDON.    fendants  do  not  know,  and  cannot  set  forth  as  to  their  be* 
lief  or  otherwise,  whether  the  said  books  of  account,  or 
any  of  them,  do  or  does  contain  any  entry  whatever  relat- 
ing to  the  exercise  of  the  said  right  of  metage  at  any  or 
either  of  the  towns  or  places  in  the  said  bill  named,  or 
other  towns  or  places  on  the  banks  of  the  said  river  be* 
tween  Staines  Bridge  and  Yantlet  Creek  aforesaid,  except 
I  such  as  are  hereinbefore  in  that  behalf  mentioned :  and 
these  defendants,  the  mayor,  ftc,  say  they  have  hereinbe* 
fore  set  forth  and  discovered  the  names  of  all  places  on  the 
banks  of  the  said  river,  other  than  those  which  are  in  the 
said  city  of  London,  at  which  the  exercise  of  the  said  right 
of  metage  is  shewn  or  appears  by  any  entries  in  the  said 
books  of  account  which  these  defendants  have  met  with;  but 
!   these  last-named  defendants  say,  that  such  books  of  account 
I   are  numerous,  and  may  contain  the  names  of  many  other 
i   places  than  those  which  are  hereinbefore  mentioned  at 
which  the  right  of  metage  has  been  exercised ;  but  save  as 
hereinbefore  is  mentioned,  these  defendants  deny,  to  the 
best  of  their  knowledge,  information,  and  belief,  that  it 
would  appear  by  the  said  books  of  account,  or  any  or  either 
of  them,  if  produced,  that  the  rates  of  the  fees,  wages,  or 
rewards,  claimed  or  received  on  account  of  the  metage 
aforesaid,  or  the  labour  incidental  thereto,  have  from  time 
to  time,  or  at  any  times  or  time,  varied/' 

In  answer  to  the  charges  of  possession  of  documents  the 
defendants  denied  that  the  act  of  common  council,  prodamar 
tion,  report,  and  orders,  related  to  the  claim  of  metage  or 
porterage,  or  any  of  the  matters  in  question.  They  also  de« 
'  nied,  generally,  the  possession  of  documents  relating  to  the 
matters  in  the  bill  mentioned,  ''except  that  these  defendants 
'  say,  there  are  in  the  custody,  power,  or  possession  of  these 
defendants  certain  written  books  and  repertories,  which 
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are  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  first  schedule  to  this  1842. 
their  answer  annexed,  and  which  they  pray  may  be  taken  " 
as  part  thereof,  which  books  and  repertories  form  a  part  of 
the  records  of  the  said  city  of  London,  which  contain  en« 
tries  of  divers  matters  and  things  which  these  defendants, 
the  mayor,  tec.,  are  advised  and  believe  form  most  material 
evidence  of  their  said  exclusive  right  of  metage,  and  which 
these  last-named  defendants  intend  to  make  use  of  against 
the  said  complainants  in  the  before-mentioned  suit  in  sup- 
port of  their  said  right :  and  these  defendants  admit  that 
they  have  in  their  possession  a  book  marked  B.,  containing 
an  entry  purporting  to  be  an  account  of  certain  dues  and 
charges  payable  to  the  Crown  in  the  time  of  King  Henry 
the  Third,  in  respect  of  vessels  coming  to  Queenhithe,  or 
in  respect  of  the  port  or  landing  of  articles  and  things 
at  Queenhithe;  but  these  defendants  say,  that  the  said 
bode  marked  B.  does  not  form  any  part  of  the  records  of 
the  said  city,  or  of  any  records  in  the  possession  of  these 
defendants,  and  these  defendants  have  no  means  of  know* 
ing  whether  the  said  entry  contains  a  true  reference  to  or 
representation  of  the  matters  or  things  to  which  it  pur- 
ports to  relate;  however,  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c., 
say  that  the  said  book  marked  B.  contains  entries  of  divers 
matters  and  things  which  these  last-named  defendants  are 
advised  and  believe  form  most  material  evidence  of  their 
said  exclusive  right  of  metage,  and  which  these  last-named 
defendants  intend  to  make  use  of  against  said  complain- 
ants in  the  before-mentioned  suit.  But  save  as  aforesaid, 
these  defendants  deny,  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge,  in- 
formation, and  belief,  that  these  defendants,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  or  any  other  persons  or  person,  by  the 
order  or  for  the  use  of  them,  or  any  or  either  of  them., 
have,  or  hath,  or  had  lately,  in  their  or  his  possession, 
power,  or  custody,  any  documents  or  document  relating  to 
the  dues  and  charges  received  by  the  bailiffs,^'  &c.  [follow- 
ing jbhe  words  of  the  bill].    The  defendants  then  admitted 
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1842.        that  they  had  in  their  custodj  or  power  certain  written 

CoMBB       hooks  and  repertories^  containing  statements^  or  purporting 

V.  to  contain  copies  and  extracts  from  documents  relating  to 

CoftPOBATXON  *^  .  i. 

OF  London.    Queenhithe  and  Billingsgate^  and  the  measuring  of  com, 
&c.,  which  hooks  and  repertories^  as  they  alleged,  contained, 
from  a  very  early  period  of  time,  the  proceedings  of  the 
court  of  aldermen  and  court  of  common  council,  and  other 
matters  relating  to  the  city  and  its  privileges;  and  the 
defendants  stated,  that  the  said  hooks  and  repertories 
were  referred  to  or  contained  in  the  first  schedule  to  their 
If  answer,  but  the  defendants  submitted  that  the  plaintiffii 
:  were  not  entitled  to  inspect  them,  and  that  the  defendants 
ought  not  to  be  compelled  to  produce  them,  for  the  de- 
I  fendants  denied  that  the  plaintiffs  had  any  interest  therein, 
I  or  in  any  or  either  of  them.    ''  Moreover,  these  defendants 
deny,  to  the  best  of  their  knowledge,  information,  and 
'\^  belief,  that  if  the  said  books,  repertories,  documents,  evi* 
^  deuces,  and  writings,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  were  or  was 
I   produced,  it  would  appear,  by  them  or  any  or  either  of 
]  i  them,  that  the  said  right  of  metage  commenced  within  the 
1 1  time  of  legal  memory,  or  that  the  right  thereto  is  confined 
I  to  the  said  city  of  London,  or  the  public  quays,  or  whar&, 
/ 1  or  markets  situated  within  the  said  limits,  or  that  the  said 
;    books,  repertories,   documents,  evidences,  and  writings 
contain  or  would  furnish  evidence  on  behalf  of  the  said 
complainants,  and  in  support  of  their  defence  to  the  said 
suit  commenced  by  these  defendants,  the  mayor,  &c., 
against  the  said  complainants;  on  the  contrary,  these  de- 
fendants say  they  are  advised  and  believe,  that  such  books, 
repertories,  documents,   evidences,  and  writings  contain 
entries  of  divers  matters  and  things,  which  these  defend- 
ants are  advised  and  believe  are  most  material  evidence  in 
support  of  the  said  right  of  metage.^' 

In  answer  to  the  charge  of  possession  of  cases  and  opin- 
ions, the  defendants  admitted,  '*  that  they  have  in  their 
possession,  custody,  or  power  divers  written  cases  and 
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answers  thereto^  relating  to  the  right  of  measuring  and        1842. 
canying  com  and  grain  landed  from  the  Thames;  and      ^combT 
these  defendants  say  they  have,  in  the  second  schedule  to  ^       ** 

''  ^  '  COKPO&ATIOM 

this  their  answer  annexed,  and  which  thej  praj  may  be  or  Londoit. 
taken  as  of  part  thereof,  set  forth  a  list  or  schedule  of 
all  such  cases  and  answers  thereto.  However,  these  de- 
fendants say,  that  the  said  cases  consist  of  three  sorts: 
first,  cases  relating  to  the  right  to  metage  and  portage : 
'secondly,  cases  relating  to  the  right  to  metage  only : 
thirdly,  cases  relating  to  the  right  of  portage  only:  and 
these  defendants  say,  that  all  the  said  cases  were  prepared 
by  the  solicitor  or  legal  adviser  of  the  corporation  of 
London  on  their  behalf,  either  after  litigation  upon  the 
subject  of  such  cases  had  commenced  between  the  said 
corporation  and  parties  disputing  their  rights,  or  in  con- 
templation of  litigation  upon  the  subject-matter  of  such 
cases,  and  with  a  view  to  the  assertion  in  such  litigation  of 
the  rights  of  the  said  corporation  to  metage  and  portage. 
And  these  defendants  say,  that  all  such  cases  set  out  and 
contain  statements  of  the  evidence  of  the  defendants  re- 
lating to  the  subject-matter  of  such  cases  respectively  to 
be  used  in  case  of  litigation  ensuing,  in  respect  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  such  cases ;  and  such  cases,  and  especially 
such  as  relate  to  metage,  set  out  and  contain  statements 
of  evidence  which  these  defendants  believe  to  be  most 
material,  and  which  they  intend  to  adduce  in  support  of 
their  right  in  the  suit  commenced  by  these  defendants 
against  the  said  complainants,  for  an  account  of  what  is 
due  to  these  defendants  from  the  said  complainants  in 
respect  to  the  metage  of  malt  which  the  said  complainants 
have  caused  to  be  landed  at  the  said  Duchy  Wharf,  and 
elsewhere,  on  the  river  Thames,  within  the  limits  afore- 
said, and  which  right  of  metage  is  the  sape  as  the  said 
right,  respecting  which  the  said  cases  were  prepared  and 
written  as  aforesaid :  and  these  defendants  say,  that  all 
such  cases  as  contain  answers  were  submitted  to,  and  con- 
tain the  opinions  amongst  other  counsel  of  the  law  officers 
VOL.  I.  u  u  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.        of  the  corporation  of  London,  who  are  their  sworn  legal 

"coMBB^      advisers :  and  these  defendants  say,  they  have  distinguished 

V-  in  the  said  second  schedule  the  said  cases,  by  figures,  &c. : 

Corporation  t-i  <i.  -i..,*  « 

QF  London,    and  these  defendants  submit  and  insist  that  they  ought 

not,  under  the  drcumstances  herein  mentioned^  to  be 
compelled  to  produce,  and  that  the  said  complainants  are 
not  entitled  to  inspect  any  of  such  cases,  or  any  part  or 
parts  thereof  respectively,  or  the  opinions  or  answers  given 
thereon,  or  any  of  such  opinions  or  answers :  and  these 
defendants  say,  that  such  cases  were  prepared  and  answ^^ 
between  the  years  1799  and  1835 :  and  these  defendants 
deny  that  all  such  cases  were  prepared  and  answered  be- 
fore the  matter  in  dispute  in  the  said  suit  was  agitated 
between  these  defendants  and  the  said  complainants/' 

A  motion  was  now  made  for  the  production,  by  the  de« 
fendants,  the  corporation,  of  the  several  charters,  procla- 
mations, reports,  orders,  paper  writings,  or  copies  of  docu- 
ments, and  the  several  books  and  repertories  mentioned  in 
their  and  the  defendant  Henry  Woodthorpe's  answer  in 
this  suit,  or  in  the  first  schediQe  thereto,  and  also  the 
several  cases  and  answers  thereto  mentioned  in  the  second 
schedule  to  the  said  answer,  and  for  the  production  by  the 
defendants,  Hurcombe  and  Eayres,  of  the  several  accounts, 
books,  and  documents  mentioned  in  their  answer  to  this 
suit,  and  the  schedule  thereto. 

Some  of  the  documents  comprised  in  the  above  notice 
of  motion  had  already  been  ordered  to  be  produced  by 
Lord  Abinger,  C.  B.,  in  the  cross  suit  to  the  suit  for  por- 
terage (a). 

(a)  See  4  Y.  &  C.  159.    It  ap-  in  the  Exchequer,  of  the  docu- 

peared  Jrdm  the  schedules  to  the  ments  which  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 

respective  answers  in  the  portage  ordered  to  be  produced:  via.,  the 

and  metage  suite  that  the  docu-  entry  in  Book  A.  of  an  inquisition 

mente  referred  to  In  those  sche-  or  inquiry  made  in  the  28th  Hen. 

dules  respectively   were,   for  the  3;  the  paper  writings  purporting  to 

most  part,  identical.  The  following  be  copies  of  the  orders  of  Hen.  3; 

is  a  more  precise  description,  than  the  entiy  in  the  Book  O.  F.  of  an 

appears  in  the  report  of  the  case  inquisition  of  the  Mayor  of  London 
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Mr.  Sin^kiMon  and  Mr.  James,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  G.  Richards  and  Mr.  RandeU,  for  the  defendants. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  production  of  the  documents 
generally,  the  following  cases  were  cited  for  the  plaintiffs : 
Bolton  V.  Corporation  of  Liverpool  (a).  City  of  London  v. 
Thomson  {6),  Hrkins  y.  Lowe  {c),  Newton  y.  Berresford(d), 
Bwrell  y.  Nicholson  («),  Smith  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort  (/),  JBan- 
natyne  y.  Leader  {g),  Latimer  v.  Neate  (A),  Taylor  v.  Mti- 
ner  {ij,  Combe  y.  City  of  London  (J).  As  to  the  prodnction 
of  cases  and  opinions,  NiasY.  Eastern  Railway  Company  {k), 
Greenlaw  y.  King  (/) ;  and  with  respect  to  the  materiality 
of  the  charters  to  the  plaintiffs'  case,  by  reason  of  the  ex- 
pression ''Port  of  London,^'  occurring  in  one  of  them, 
Kingston-tgHm-ffull  Dock  Company  y.  Browne  (m). 

The  following  authorities  were  cited  for  the  defendants: 
Wigram  on  Discovery,  275,  (2nd  ed.) ;  Bt^h  y.  Berson  (»), 
Glegg  y.  Legh  (o),  BeUwood  y.  WethereU  (/?),  Richards  y. 
Jackson  (g),   Adams  y.  Fisher  (r),    Hughes  y.  Biddulph  («), 


1842. 

COMBI 

Corporation 
OF  London. 


in  tbe  41  st  Edw.  3  ;  the  entry  or 
copy  in  Book  A.  of  the  inquisition 
before  Eliaa  Russell,  Mayor  of  Lon- 
don, made  in  the  29th  Edw.  1 ;  the 
paper  writings  purporting  to  be 
copies  of  an  act  of  Common  Coun- 
cQ  of  the  4th  of  Edw.  4,  and  of  a 
proclamation  issued  or  made  in  the 
9th  of  Eliz.,  and  of  the  report  of 
certain  of  the  Court  of  Aldermen, 
made  in  the  8th  of  Elis.;  and  the 
paper  writings  purporting  to  con- 
tain an  account  of  the  dues  and 
charges  payable  to  the  Crown 
in  respect  of  vessels  coming  to 
Queenhithe,  or  in  respect  of  the 
port  or  landing  at  Queenhithe. 
Liberty  was  given  to  the  plaindffii 
to  take  copies  or  extracts. 

(a)  3  Sim.  467,  see  p.  490;  1 

U  V 


M.  &  K.  88. 

{h)  3  Swan.  265,  n. 

(c)    M'Clel.  73;  13  Price,  193. 

{d)  \  Younge,  377. 

(0  1  M.  &  K.  680. 

(/)  I  Hare,  507. 

[g)  10  Sim.  tm.Q30 

(A)  11  Bligh,  112;    2  Y.&  C. 
257. 

(•)  llVes.41. 

O)  4  Y.  &  C.  139. 

(it)  3  M.  &Cr.355  ;  2  Keen,  76. 

(/)   2  Beav.  137. 

(m)  2  B.  &  Ad.  43. 

(i»)  7  Price,  205. 

\o)  4  Mad.  193. 

(p)  1  Y.  &  C.  211. 

\q)  18  Ves.  474. 

(r)  3  Myl.  &  C.  526. 

(#)  4  Russ.  190. 
2 
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1842.        Walker  y.  JVUdnum  (a) ;  and  with  respect  to  the  cases  and 
CoMBiT      opinions.  Knight  v.  MarqueM  of  Waierford  (*). 

OF  London.  Thjb  Yics-Chancellor^ — ^In  this  case  the  defendants 
JwM  9M.  have  conceded  (without  prejudice  to  their  right  .of  restst- 
c^t4-  i^ff  ance  to  any  other  part  of  the  motion)  the  production  of 

such  of  the  documents  admitted  to  be  in  their  possession 
or  power^  as  the  Lcfrd  Chi^  Baron  directed  to  be  produced 
in  the  cause  before  him.  The  documents  which  they  did 
not  concede,  and  as  to  which  I  reserved  my  decision,  were, 
first,  certain  cases  and  opinions;  secondly,  certain  char- 
ters of  King  James  the  First  and  King  Charles  the  First; 
thirdly,  the  corn-meters'  books;  and  fourthly,  certain  other 
books  and  repertories.  As  to  the  first  class,  the  cases  were 
prepared,  and  the  opinions  taken  under  circnmstances, 
which  are  thus  stated  by  the  defendants — [His  Honor 
here  read  the  passage  within  inverted  commas,  commenc- 
ing, ante,  p.  646]. 

The  circumstances  thus  stated  are,  I  think,  sufficient  to 
protect  these  documents;  it  not  being,  in  my  judgment, 
material  to  the  question,  that  the  litigations  to  which  some 
of  them  at  least  related  were  litigations  with  other  parties 
than  the  plaintiffs  in  the  present  cross  bill.  As  to  metage, 
the  alleged  right  in  dispute  was  the  same ;  and  as  to  port- 
age, neither  is  that  alleged  right  destitute  of  all  connection 
with  the  other,  nor  is  it  at  this  moment  otherwise  than  in 
litigation  between  the  actual  parties  on  this  record.  I 
conceive,  that,  according  to  principle,  I  ought  not  to  make 
any  order  as  to  these  documents,  and  that  there  is  not  any 
authority  which  compels  me  to  do  so. 

With  regard  to  the  three  other  classes,  my  opinion  is 
different.  To  protect  a  defendant  firom  the  discovery  or 
production  of  a  document,  relating  to  the  subject  of  dis- 
pute, it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  should  be  evidence  of  his 

(a)  6  Madd.  47.  {h)  2  T.  &  C  37. 
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title^  or  contain  evidence  that  he  intends  and  is  entitled  /      1842. 
to  nse  in  support  of  his  case.    It  may  also  be  of  a  similar  1    T*^'**' 
character  with  regard  to  the  plaintiff's  case^  either  in  a  di-  v. 

rectly  affirmative  manner^  or  by  exhibiting  matter  at  yari-  roiTl^^KDOMT 
ance  with  the  defence,  or  tending  to  impeach  it.    I  do  not  | 
at  present  refer  to  the  instances  in  which  a  doooment  forms 
the  common  titie,  or  is  a  subject  of  the  mutual  and  com- 
mon right  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant.    If  it  be  with 
distinctness  and  positiveness  stated  in  an  answer,  that  a  do-  i 
cument  forms  or  supports  the  defendant's  title,  and  is  in- 1 
tended  to  be,  or  may  be,  used  by  him  in  evidence  accord- 
ingly,  and   does  not    contain  anything  impeaching  his 
defence,   or  forming  or  supporting  the  plaintiff's  title, 
or  the  plaintiff's  case;  that  document  is,    I  conceive, 
protected  from  production,  unless   the  Court  sees,  upon 
the  answer  itself,  that  the  defendant  erroneously  repre- 
sents or  misconceives  its  nature.    But  where  it  is  con- 
sistent with  the  answer  that  the  document  may  form  the 
plaintiff's  title  or  part  of  it,  may  contain  matter  support- 
ing the  plaintiff's  titie,  or  the  plaintiff's  case,  or  may  con- 
tain matter  impeaching  the  defence,  then,  I  apprehend,  the  , . 
document  is  not  protected;  nor,  I  apprehend,  is  it  pro-  ] 
tected,  if  the  character  ascribed  to  it  by  the  defendant  is 
not  averred  by  him  with  a  reasonable  and  sufficient  degree  . 
of  positiveness  and  distinctness.    Believing  these  tests  to 
be  founded  in  principle  and  warranted  by  authority,  I  have 
tried  by  them  the  three  classes  of  documents  which  I  am 
now  considering,  and  the  result  is  as  I  have  stated. 

With  regard  to  the  charters,  without  laying  any  stress 
on  an  expression  which  was  the  subject  of  some  remark 
during  the  argument  (that  of  'Hhe  port  of  the  City  of 
London"),  I  conceive  that  each  of  them  is  shewn  to  con- 
tain matter  which  may  be  rationally  contended  to  support 
the  case  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  impeach  or  weaken  that  of  the 
defendants.  I  do  not  express  or  intimate  any  opinion  whe- 
ther that  will  or  ought  to  be  the  result.    It  is  sufficient  for 
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1842.       me  to  see  that^  according  to  my  judgment^  the  matter  ii 
"^CoMBi       "^^^  ^  ^^^  plaintiffs'  legal  advisers  may  by  a  reasonable 


«*  possibility  fairly  so  use.    The  defendants  put  their 

OP  London,    npon  prescription,  claiming  by  a  title  superior  to  the  char- 
ters and  to  which  neither  of  the  charters  was  necessary. 

With  regard  to  the  metage  books,  and  the  other  books 
and  repertories,  their  protection  appears  to  me  to  fail  in 
the  other  part  of  the  test  which  I  have  stated. 

I  do  not  doubt  that  they  contain  some  matter  which  is 
evidence,  and  neither  more  nor  less  than  evidence  in  sup- 
port of  the  defendants'  case.  But  is  there  no  other  rele- 
vant matter  which  they  contain?  This  is  a  question 
which,  in  my  opinion,  is  not  answered,  or  not  satisfactorily 
answered  by  the  defendants.  The  documents  are  numer- 
ous, and  probably  voluminous;  and  it  appears  to  me  con- 
sistent with  every  answer  on  the  record,  that  the  examina- 
tion to  which  they  have  been  subjected  may  have  been 
lax  and  defective.  I  cannot  find  a  positive  statement  any 
where,  that  their  whole  contents  are  merely  and  exclusively 
matter  oi  evidence  in  support  of  the  defendants'  case,  or 
irrelevant  to  that  of  the  plaintiffs' ;  nor  can  I  discover  an 
averment  that  any  person,  who  has  examined  those  docu- 
ments, has  positively  stated,  or  can  positively  state,  that 
their  whole  contents  are  so. 

In  the  answer  of  Hurcombe  and  Eayres  there  is  this 
statement.  [The  Vtce-Chancenar  here  read  the  passages 
within  inverted  commas,  commencing,  ante,  p.  639,  and  ob- 
served, that  it  was  remarkable  that,  in  a  question  of  so 
much  importance  as  that  of  the  variance  of  the  fees 
and  wages  for  metage,  the  defendants,  the  corn-meters, 
should  state  that  the  books  might  contain  other  matters 
than  those  which  they  had  mentioned,  and  yet,  in  the  same 
sentence,  deny,  but  only  according  to  the  ''best  of  their 
knowledge,  information,  and  belief,"  that  there  had  been 
any  variance.  And  his  Honor,  from  this  and  other  similar 
passages  in  the  same  answer,  drew  the  inference,  that  the 
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examination  of  the  books  had  not  been  precise  and  com-         1842. 
plete.    He  then  read  the  passages  within  inverted  commas      '^comb*^ 
in  the  answer  of  the  Corporation  and  Woodthorpe^  com-  •• 

mendng,  anie,  p.  640^  and  oondnding  at  p.  646^  at  the    ot  London. 
same  time  commenting  upon  the  absence  of  the  junction 
of  Woodthorpe  in  some  of  the  most  important  allegations;  , 
and  the  want  of  precision,  compared  with  the  positive  I 
statements  in  other  matters,  with  which  it  was  denied  < 
that  the  books  contained  entries  shewing  the  variance  * 
in  the  fees  and  wages  for  metages.    With  respect  to 
the  claim  made  by  the  defendants  for  the  protection  of 
their  charters  and  repertories,  he  referred  to  the  observa- 
tions, made  at  the  beginning  of  the  judgment,  upon  the 
general  principles  on  which,  in  his  opinion,  the  right  to 
protection  rested.     He  then  said:] — If  there  are  any  pas- 
sages materially  more  fiivourable  to  the  defendants  on  the 
present  motion  than  these,  I  am  not  aware  of  them. 
That  these  are  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  protection,  I 
cannot  agree.    The  charters,  books,  and  repertories  must 
therefore,  in  my  opinion,  be  produced,  but  not  until  after 
the  28rd  inst.,  in  the  same  manner  as  the  first-mentioned 
documents;  with  liberty  to  conceal  on  affidavit  such  parts 
as  do  not  relate  to  any  matter  in  question  in  the  cause.    I 
say  after  the  28rd  instant,  in  order  to  afford  the  defendants 
the  opportunity  of  applying  to  the  Lord  Chancellor  by  ap- 
peal from  my  present  decision;  an  application  which   I 
wish  to  be  understood  as  neither  encouraging  nor  dis- 
couraging. 


664  CASES   IN   CHANCBEY. 

1842. 
JuneSrd.  WiLSON  V,  Squibb. 

Testator  be-  1 HOMAS  HTLL,  hj  his  will,  gave  and  bequeathed  unto 
^tuej  to  ^'The  lus  executors  therein  named,  certain  stocks,  funds,  and  s&- 
sStt^kHSSr  ci^ties,  upon  trust,  that  they  should  assign  and  transfer 
City  Road.'"     the  sum  of  1000^,  Three  per  cent.  Consols,  part  of  the 

^^era  was  no 

institiitioii  pie-  ssid  stocks,  fiuids,  and  securities,  unto  the  goyemors  and 
^dol^ri]^  trustees  of  the  London  Orphan  Society  in  the  City  Boad, 
WM  a"ix)^*  or  unto  such  other  person  or  persons  as  should  be  entitled 
Orpbum  Asj.  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  rules  and  regulations  established 
{j  ton,  and  an  '  for  the  government  of  the  said  society  to  receive  the  same, 
Wori^  ^  ^^^  ^^^  ^®  benefit  of  the  said  society. 
Scho^'  in  the      j^  reference  having  been  directed  to  the  Master  to  in- 

Citj  Road  :-* 

Heid,  tiiat  the  quirc  what  charities  were  entitled  to  the  legacies  given  by 

tion  was  not, '  ^^  ^^  ^  charities,  and  who  were  the  proper  parties,  by 

j^^>jJtjho  ti^gjy  respective  rules,  entitled  to  receive  their  respective 

within  the  de-  legades,  the  Master,  in  rehttion  to  the  above-mentioned 

icription  oon« 

tained  in  the      bequest,  found  that  there  was  not  any  society  or  institu- 
¥mL  eri-      ^^^  answering  precisely  to  the  description  in  the  will ; 
a^***S«d!*  *^**  *^®"*  ^®*  an  institution  commonly  called  the  Orphan 
Working  School  in  the  Ciiy  Boad,  but  that  there  was 
^-7  c  /7  ,   y^.         ^^  evidence  before  him  to  shew  that  the  testator  was  a 
subscriber  to,  or  in  any  way  connected  with,  the  institu- 
tion called  the  Orphan  Working  School;  and  that  the 
testator  was,  during  many  years,  a  subscriber  to  the  Lon- 
don Orphan  Asylum,  which  is  situate  at  Clapton,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  and  in  his  lifetime  avowed  his  inten- 
tion of  leaving  a  legacy  thereto.    And  he  found  that  the 
London  Orphan  Asylum  was  the  society  intended  by  the 
testator,  and  that  Alderman  Thompson,  the  treasurer,  was 
the  person  who,  by  the  rules  of  the  charity,  was  entitied  to 
receive  the  legacy. 

Both  the  London  Orphan  Asylum  and  the  Orphan 
Working  School  having  preferred  their  claims  before  the 
Master,  he,  in  support  of  the  state  of  facts  brought  in 
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by  each   party  respectivelyi  allowed;  certain  affidavits  to       1342. 
be  read  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  the   testator's  cir- 
cumstances and  explaining  his  intentions. 

The  affidavits  in  support  of  the  London  Orphan  Asylum 
were,  in  substance^  comprised  in  the  Master's  report.  Erom 
the  affidavits  on  the  other  side  it  appeared  that  the  tqiata- 
tor,  some  years  since,  lived  at  Camden  Town;  that  he  fre- 
quently passed  by  the  Orphan  Working  School  in  his  wiay 
to  the  City;  that,  in  1829,  he  gave  instructions  for  a  will, 
in  which  instructions,  as  taken  down  by  the  attorney,  was 
a  bequest  to  the  ''  London  Orphan  Society,  City  Road,''  and 
that  upon  beiug  afterwards  asked,  whether  the  situation  was 
rightly  described,  he  answered  in  the  affirmative,  observing, 
at  the  same  time,  that  it  was  not  far  from  where  the  attor- 
ney lived,  which  was  at  that  time  at  Pentonville. 

Exceptions  to  the  Master's  report  were  taken  by  the 
treasurer  of  the  Orphan  Working  School,  both  on  the 
ground  of  the  evidence  admitted  by  the  Master,  and  of  the 
general  result  qf  the  Master's  finding. 

.    Mr.  SoU,  for  the  exceptions. 

Mr.  Stinton,  for  the  report. 

The  following  cases  were  cited:  Doe  d.  Hiscochi  v.  His^ 
cocks  (a).  Doe  d.  Westlake  v.  Westlake  (&),  Abbott  v.  Mas^ 
sie  (c).  Price  v.  Page  (d),  Millar  v.  TVavers  {e),  LangJuxm 
y.Sandfordif), 

The  VicB-CnANCELLOB.'^ln  this  case  the  first  subject 
of  inquiry  is,  whether  there  is  a  body  of  men,  or  an  insti- 
tution, capable  of  answering  the  description  given  by  the 
testator.    He  has  given  a  legacy  to  the  governors  of  the 

(a)  5  Mee.  &  W.  363.  (e)  1  Moore  &  Scott,  342;   8 

\b)  4  Bam.  &  Aid.  57.  Bing.  244. 

(c)  3  Ves.  148.  (/)  19  Vca.  643,  649. 

(i)  4  Yetk  680. 
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1842.  London  Orphan  Society^  in  the  City  Boad.  It  is  clear, 
therefore,  that  it  is  a  legitimate  subject  of  inquiry  by  ex- 
trinsic evidence,  whether  there  be  a  London  Orphan  So- 
ciety in  the  City  Road.  It  appears  that  there  is  in  the 
City  Boad  a  charitable  institution,  conducted  by  a  volun- 
tary association  of  persons,  for  the  purpose  of  educating 
and  bringing  up  orphans,  and  apprenticing  them,  or  fitting 
them  for  situations  of  labour.  It  is  a  charitable  institution 
for  the  benefit  of  orphans,  certainly  in  a  particular  way, 
but  in  a  reasonable  and  not  extraordinary  way.  No  man 
can  say,  that  a  society  so  constituted  is  not  an  orphan 
society. 

It  then  remains  to  deal  with  the  word  '^London."  The 
word  may  be  used  in  two  senses ;  the  one  strict  and  topogra- 
phical, the  other  popular  and  general,  as  meaning  the  metro- 
polis and  the  suburbs  immediately  adjacent.  The  testator 
cannot  have  meant  to  use  the  word  London  in  the  former 
sense;  because  he,  at  the  same  time,  mentions  the  City 
Boad,  which  is  admitted  to  be  not  in  the  city  of  London. 
The  word  is  used  by  him  as  equivalent  to  metropolis.  He 
here,  therefore,  gives  to  an  orphan  society,  in  or  near  the 
metropolis,  that  is  to  say,  in  the  City  Boad;  and  I  find  in 
the  City  Boad  a  charitable  society  and  institution  for  the 
benefit  of  orphans,  in  the  manner  already  mentioned.  He 
therefore  accurately  and  truly  describes  the  society  repre- 
sented by  Mr.  RoU. 

It  has,  however,  been  made  a  question,  whether  there  is 
not  an  ambiguity  in  the  will  raised  by  extrinsic  evidence  ? 
If  it  were  so,  it  might  follow  that  evidence  might  be  in- 
troduced to  shew  what  institution  was  intended.  It  is 
contended  that  there  is  another  body  of  persons  to  which 
the  words  of  the  will  are  applicable,  and  the  evidence 
which  is  said  to  support  this  argument  is  evidence  shewing 
that  there  is  another  society,  called  the  London  Orphan 
Asylum,  at  Clapton;  Clapton  being  in  or  near  Hackney: 
the  City  Boad,  on  the  contrary,  where  the  other  society  is. 
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being  in  St.  Luke's^  Old  Street.  Is  it  possible  to  say^  that 
the  description  which  the  testator  uses  is  equally  applicable 
to  both?  I  appreheudj  that  the  society  represented  by  Mr. 
Simian  is  not  described  in  the  will^  and  that  in  order  to 
satisfy  the  will  the  only  question  is^  whether  there  is  an 
Orphan  Society  in  the  City  Boad.  I  find  that  there  is 
such  a  society^  and  that  there  is  no  other  charity  which 
can  properly  be  described  by  the  same  terms.  The  parol 
evidence^  therefore,  has  no  place. 

If,  however,  the  parol  evidence  were  admitted,  I  am  not 
sure  that  I  should  not  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion  to 
which  I  have  come  without  it. 


1842. 


Thb  6th  Exception  (i.  e.  to  the  general  result  of  the  Master's  Report)  al- 
lowed ;  the  other  exceptions  neither  allowed  nor  disallowed. 


Wilkinson  v.  Wilkinson. 

X  HE  plaintiff  had  made  a  settlement  of  personalty  upon 
Harriet  and  Mary,  his  daughters  by  Laura  Wilkinson,  and 
all  other  the  children  he  might  thereafter  have  by  her:  and 
in  case  they  should  all  die  under  twenty-five,  in  trust  for 
the  settlor,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

The  plaintiff  and  Laura  were  never  married.  Harriet 
and  Mary  died  under  twenty-five,  bat  there  were  other 
children  bom  after  the  execution  of  the  settlement,  who 
claimed  the  fund. 


Personal  estate 
settled  in  trust 
(br  afterbom 
illegitimate 
children.  Upon 
the  bill  of  the 
settlor,  the  fund 
was  transferred 
to  him,  as 
against  such 
children. 


Mr.  Baily,  for  the  plaintiff. 
Mr.  Dixon,  for  the  defendants. 


Thb  ViOB-GHANCEtLOR  decreed,  that  the  fund  should  be 
transferred  to  the  plaintiff. 
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1842. 

June  Srd,  4th.  TaYLOB  V.  MabTINDALB. 

Property  was  i-N  this   case  certain  gronnd  rents,  and  copyhold  and 

Ey*aucdon,  det  leasehold  property  were,  by  order  of  the  Conrt,  put  np  for 

J^J^  "  "  *  sale  by  action  in  lots,  of  which  lot  2  was  thus  described: — 

ground-rent  of  "  Lot  2. — ^A  leasehold  ground  rent  of  28/.  12*.  6rf.  per  an- 

by  B  mesne  num,  arising  from  premises  in  Upper  Thomhaugh  Mews, 

^^^^^[j^^^g  Tottenham  Court  Road,  comprising  a  coach-house  and 

years  wanting  stable,  &c.     This  rent  is  reserved  by  a  mesne  lease,  dated 

seven  daysy  and 

assigned  apart  1812,  of  a  piece  of  ground  in  Upper  Thomhaugh  Mews, 
t^nfor^^n-  behind  a  street  then  called  Upper  Thomhaugh  Street, 
maindvof  the    ^^^  ^^^  Sussex  Street,  with  the  buildings  thereon,  for 

term  oy  an  m-  '  o  * 

denture  of  ninety-eight  years,  wanting  seven  days,  from  the  25th 
conditions  of  March,  1811,  and  assigned  apart  from  the  reversion  for 
Jlriorto^      the  remainder  of  the  term,  by  an  indenture  dated  in 

assignment  or      1 817.^' 
the  title  of  any 

ground  or  The  sccond  condition  of  sale  was  as  follows : — ^"  The 

mesne  land—  «  «^v*i«  ^  j^ 

lord  was  to  respective  purchasers  shaU,  within  twenty-one  days  after 
iVo^^til  *^®  delivery  of  the  abstracts  of  title,  give  to  the  vmdors,  or 
in  the  deed  of    their  solicitors,  a  statement  in  writing  of  the  objections,  if 

1817,  it  ap-  ^  <f  ' 

peered  that  the  any,  to  such  titles,  and  every  objection  not  taken  and  so 
wM^^^rent  Communicated  within  such  period  shall  be  deemed  waived; 
SriS^dJhfdeT^  and  in  this  respect,  time  shall  be  considered  the  essence 
mised,  with       of  the  Contract,  and  such  abstracts  of  the  title  will,  as 

other  property, 

at  a  rent  of  10/.,  to  the  copyhold  and  leasehold  parts  of  the  properly,  re- 
coTc^te.con.  spectively  commence  as  follows :  namely^  as  to  the  copy- 
^'^^"'e^in  ^^^^*  *^'^  ^^  ^^  before  the  year  1819,  by  the  trustees  for 
the  original  de-  salo  under  an  act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  45th  year  of 

mise  contained: 

—Held,  that, 

under  such  circnmstanoes,  a  good  title  was  not  made  to  the  rent  of  23/.,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared 

npon  the  faux  of  the  deed  of  1817,  that,  upon  failure  of  payment  of  the  10/.  rent,  the  rent  of 

23/.  might  be  liable  to  diminntion  or  forfeiture. 

Where  conditions  of  sale  are  so  obscurely  worded,  that,  when  taken  in  oonneotion  with  the 
particulars  of  sale,  they  are  likely  to  mislead  an  ordinary  purchaser  as  to  the  nature  of  the  pro- 
perty offered  for  sale : — Semble,  that  the  Court  will  discharge  the  purchaser  from  his  bai^^in, 
on  the  argument  of  eiceptions  to  the  title,  without  putting  him  to  the  necessity  of  moring  to 
be  discharged  from  the  purchase. 

Qmere,  whether  the  assignment  of  rent  by  a  rerersioner  in  a  lease  does  or  does  not  cany 
with  it  the  rerersion  ? 
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Taylor 


Geo.  8,  c.  1 12^  intituledj  kc./^  with  the  printed  copy  of  such  1942. 
act;  and  as  to  the  leaseholds,  with  the  leases  for  the 
same  respectively  for  the  terms  therein  now  offered  for 
sale;  and  as  to  the  rent  for  years,  (lot  2),  with  the  as-  Mamindali. 
signment  thereof  in  the  year  1817;  and  no  purchaser  shaQ 
be  entitled  to  investigate,  or  object  to,  or  require  the  ven- 
dors to  shew  any  prior  title  to  the  said  copyhold  and  lease- 
hold premises,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof,  nor 
to  require  any  other  proof  of  the  existing  leases  than  the 
ooimterparts  in  the  hands  of  the  vendors,  nor  to  require 
the  production  of  the  title  of  any  ground  or  mesne  land- 
lord.'' 

At  the  sale,  D.  B.  Jones  became  the  purchaser  of  lot  2, 
at  the  price  of  880/.  He  afterwards,  in  due  time,  sent  in 
an  objection  to  the  title  to  the  following  effect : — ^That  the 
leasehold  tenements  demised  by  the  underlease  of  27th 
Nov.,  1812,  and  out  of  which  the  rent  of  28/.  12s.  6d., 
forming  lot  2,  is  payable,  are  liable,  with  other  leasehold 
tenements,  to  a  ground  rent  of  10/.,  reserved  to  Sir  William 
Faxton,  the  original  lessor,  by  the  original  lease  of  the 
18th  October,  1811,  and  to  covenants  relating  not  only  to 
the  tenements  underleased,  but  the  other  leasehold  tene- 
ments :  and  that  by  the  non-payment  of  the  original  rent 
of  10/.,  by  the  persons  who  ought  to  pay  it,  or  by  the 
omission  of  the  persons  entitled  to  any  of  the  tenements 
demised  by  the  original  lease,  whether  comprised  or  not 
in  the  underlease,  to  perform  any  of  the  covenants  of  the 
original  lease,  the  rent  in  Lot  2  might  suffer  diminution, 
or  be  altogether  destroyed :  (2  Mer.  424). 

To  this  objection  it  was  answered,  that  it  appeared  fix)m 
the  particulars  of  sale,  that  the  rent  was  reserved  by  a 
mesne  lease,  and  the  vendors  had  stipulated  that  the 
purchaser  was  not  to  object  to  any  prior  title  of  the  lease- 
hold property :  that  it  also  appeared  from  the  particulars, 
that  the  premises  were  liable  to  forfeiture  in  respect  of  the 
original  lease,  and,  therefore,  that  the  purchaser  was  pre- 
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daded  from  taking  the  present  objection^  whicli  amonnted 
to  no  more  than  that  there  was  such  liablity. 
*•  The  purchaser  still  declining  to  complete  the  purchase, 

Marti  KDALK.  ji^i  ^^i  mi 

a  motion  was  made  07  the  vendors  for  payment  of  the 
purchase-money  into  Court.  On  the  hearing  of  that  mo- 
tion, the  usual  order  of  reference  was  made  as  to  title. 
The  Master  having  reported  against  the  title,  the  vendors 
took  an  exception  to  his  report. 

Mr.  Sknpton  and  Mr.  Tripp^  for  the  exception. — ^First, 
the  interest  which  was  purchased  was  not  such  as  to  give 
the  purchaser  a  right  to  suppose  that  he  would  be  free 
from  the  effect  of  forfeiture  by  those  over  whom  he  had 
no  control.  There  is  no  privity  between  the  purchaser 
and  the  lessee.  The  rent  is  severed  from  the  reversion — 
it  is  a  mere  rent  seek,  and  is  so  described  in  the  particu- 
lars of  sale.  IMU  ss.  228,  229.  [The  Vice-Chancettor.— 
It  may  be  a  question  whether,  in  order  to  give  full  effect 
to  the  grant,  it  might  not  be  held  to  pass  the  reversion 
as  well  as  the  rent.  In  Walker  v.  Shore  (a),  which  was  a 
devise  of  ''all  my  copyhold  ground  rent,''  it  was  held, 
that  the  reversion  passed.] 

Secondly,  the  purchaser  had,  upon  the  particulars  and 
conditions  of  sale,  suflBicient  information  to  put  him  on 
inquiry  as  to  the  alleged  diflSiculty.  There  might,  it  is 
true,  have  been  an  express  statement,  that  the  original 
lease  contained  other  property  than  that  demised  by  the 
mesne  lease,  and  that  the  whole  was  liable  to  a  rent  of 
10/.  But  the  mere  statement,  that  there  is  an  original 
and  a  mesne  lease,  implies  the  possible  existence  of  cir- 
cumstances of  this  description.  In  cases  of  this  nature, 
the  Court  will  only  relieve  the  purchaser  on  the  ground 
of  fraudulent  suppression  or  misdescription.  If  the  vendor 
guards  himself,  as  here,  by  conditions  of  sale,  the  pur- 
chaser wiU  be  bound,  though  the  title  be  proved  bad, 

(a)  16  Ves.  122. 
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aliunde.  Here  the  Tendon  are  not  bound  bj  anj  thing  1842. 
prior  to  the  deed  of  1817.  Pope  v.  Garland  (a),  WaUer  y. 
Maunde  {b),  Hall  t.  Smith  (c),  Daniels  v.  Davison  {d),  Allen 
V.  Anthony  (e),  Spratt  v.  Jeffery  (/),  Cattel  v.  Ck^all  {jf). 
Shepherd  V.  Keatley{h).  [The  Vtce'Chancelhr.—In  Stewart 
y.  AlUston  (•),  the  Ck)urt  refused  to  assist  the  yendor,  on  the 
ground  of  gross  inaccuracy  of  description.  Can  it  be  said, 
in  the  present  case,  that  the  particulars  of  sale  were  clear 
to  an  ordinary  purchaser  ?]  The  question  here  is  one  of 
conyeyance,  and  not  of  title,  and  the  yendors  may  obtain 
a  release. 

Thirdly,  the  objection  cannot  be  taken  by  way  of  ex- 
oeption,  but  should  haye  been  brought  forward  on  motion 
by  the  purchaser,  to  be  discharged  from  his  purchase,  in 
which  case  he  must  haye  shewn  by  affidayit  that  he  had 
been  deceiyed.    Adams  y.  Lambert  {J). 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Tatham,  contrh,  were  stopped  by 
the  Court. 

The  Yice-Ch  ancbllob.— The  case  has  been  well  argued; 
but  it  appears  to  me,  that  eyen  upon  exceptions,  if  the  title 
is  doubtful,  the  purchaser  ought  not  to  be  held  to  Ins  bar- 
gain. The  subjeqt-matter  of  the  contract  is  thus  described. 
[His  Honor  here  read  the  description  of  lot  2,  as  before 
stated.]  The  description  does  not  contain  any  intimation 
of  a  liability  to  which  the  property  is  subject,  which  would 
entitle  the  underlessee  to  make  a  deduction  from  the  rent 
of  28/.  Ifts.  6d.  ayear;  and  as  what  has  been  done  has  been 
done  under  legal  adyice,  there  is  no  great  probability  that 
this  is  the  result  of  accident.    The  condition  of  sale,  con- 

(a)  4  Y.  &  C.  394.  (/)  10  B.  &  C.  249. 

(6)  1  J.  &  W.  181.  (g)  3  Y.  &C.  413. 

(c)  14  Vei.  426.  (A)  4  Tyr.  671 ;  1  C.  M.  &  R.117. 

(d)  16  Ves.  249.  (t)   1  Mer.  26. 

(e)  1  Mer.  282.  (»  2  Jurist,  1078. 
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1842.        strning  it,  as  the  yonder  desires  it  to  be  constraed,  in  re- 
TATLoa      ference  to  this  rentj  is  in  substance  thus : — *^  The  title  to 
V.  commence  with  the  assignmenti  and  the  purchaser  not  to  be 

entitled  to  investigate,  or  to  require  the  vendor  to  shew  any 
prior  title  to  the  copyhold  or  leasdiold  premises/'-*-(it  may 
be  a  question  whether  the  words  ''copyhold''  and  ''leasehold 
premises"  apply  to  this  ground-rent :  upon  that,  I  give  no 
opinion), — "or  to  require  any  other  proof  of  the  existing 
leases  than  the  counterparts  in  the  hands  of  the  vendors, 
nor  to  require  the  production  of  the  tiUe  of  any  ground  or 
mesne  landlord."  Now,  the  titie,  as  produced,  commences 
with  the  deed  of  1813.  The  deed  of  1817  is  the  second 
instrument  in  the  abstract.  ^ 

That  deed  recites  the  whole  title.  It  recites  a  lease 
firom  Sir  W.  Paxton  to  Hopkins  of  various  parcels  of 
ground,  which  are  admitted  to  exceed  in  extent  the  quan- 
tity of  ground  which  is  the  subject  of  underlease,  and 
they  are  demised  at  a  rent  of  10/.,  subject  to  the  cove- 
nants, conditions,  and  agreements  therein  contained.  It 
.  may  be  assumed,  therefore,  that  besides  the  covenants  and 
agreements  it  is  subject  to  certain  conditions;  and  that 
a  condition  means  something  upon  breach  of  which  the 
i  interest  may  be  avoided — may  be  determined  before 
the  appointed  period.  This  interest  Hopkins  assigns  to 
Moran ;  and  Moran  underleases  a  part  only  of  the  property 
which  he  had  acquired  to  Shepherd,  for  a  term  short 
of  the  original  term,  reserving  a  rent  of  2SL  and  a  firac- 
tion;  and  Moran  having  a  rent  thus  reserved  to  himself, 
under  an  underlease  of  part  of  the  premises,  assigns  it  to 
Howe,  and  Howe  assigns  it  to  the  person  under  whom  the 
vendors  claim. 

In  this  state  of  things  it  is,  that  the  title  is  sought  to 

be  enforced  under  the  contract  which  I  have  mentioned, 

I  there  being  nothing  whatever  to  prevent  Paxton,  or  those 

,  who  represent  him,  from  enforcing  payment  of  the  10/., 

I  under  the  original  lease,  against  the  person  who  claims 
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under  this  under-lease  and  pays  the  28/.  If  he  does  1842. 
pay  it,  he  would,  I  apprehend,  be  entitled  to  deduct  it  '^T*'' 
fix)m  the  23/.,  and  as  this  is  not  an  incumbrance  from  which  _  v. 
the  purchaser  can  be  freed  by  the  vendors,  it  is  an  objec- 
tion of  title,  not  of  conveyance ;  it  is  an  objection  arising 
within  and  upon  the  face  of  the  deed  of  1817,  and  in  the 
strict  construction  of  the  second  condition,  rendering  it  as 
the  vendors  wish,  it  is  an  objection  from  which  the  pur- 
chaser is  not  precluded.  If,  however,  I  doubted  more  than 
I  do  upon  this  part  of  the  case,  which  is  independent  of  the 
question  as  to  the  right  of  re-entry,  I  should  say,  that  the 
condition  itself  is  so  obscurely  worded,  and,  in  connection 
with  the  particulars  of  sale,  is  so  far  from  giving  a  clear  and 
accurate  description  of  the  property,  (that  is  to  say,  in  the 
apprehension  of  ordinary  persons),  that  upon  that  ground 
alone,  and  even  upon  exceptions,  I  should  have  been  very 
unwilling  to  support  the  title,  or  to  hold  the  purchaser  to 
his  bargain. 

Exception  overruled,  but  without  costs,  except  to 
the  extent  of  the  deposit  (a). 


(a)  See,  as  connected  with  the      Fonbl.  Treat.  Eg..,  Vol.  i.  p.  156; 
fint  point  argued    in    thii  case,      Terrert  v.  Noby,  Nels.  124. 
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June  23rd.  CamPBELL  V.  HoME. 

By  a  post-nnp-  j3  Y  a  post-nuptial  indenture  of  settlement^  dated  the  22nd 
BetUement^ro-  ^^^7}  1834^  and  made  between  Sir  James  Campbell  of  the 
fimS^to*  -  ^^®  P*^^'  ^^^  *^^  Marquis  of  Sligo  and  John  Home  Home 
ing  to  the  wife,  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  that  by  an  indenture  of 
truatfortha  settlement  made  previous  to  the  marriage  of  Sir  James 
wife  for  ^ear  Campbell  and  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell,  his  wife,  two 
lijeiandthe      several  sums  of  11,661/.  6*.  6rf.,  Four  per  cent  Consols, 

life  of  the  but-  f  »  r  ' 

▼iTor,  and  then  and  10,000/.  Irish  currency,  were  settled  upon  trust  to  pay 
more  exciu-  out  of  the  interest  thereof  800/.  a  year,  Irish  currency, 
ottfcraorShcr  pi^^-^o^^y,  to  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell,  which 
ofthechUdren    income  not  haviuG:  been  paid  accordingly  was  calculated 

of  the  marriage,  -  T  i 

in  inch  parti  to  amount,  from  the  period  of  such  marriage  up  to  the  29th 
M Ihl^*^'  September,  1838,  to  the  sum  of  4480/.  18*.  4rf. ;  and  after 
OT^^  MpoSt  ^®^^^S  *^*^*  S"^  James  Campbell  had  received  and  appUed 
There  were  four  to  his  own  use  two  sums  of  4615/.  7s.  8rf.,  and  450/.,  which 

children  of  the 

.marriage.  The  had  been  bequeathed  by  the  persons  therein  named,  to 
and  £  wife '  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell,  which  sfdd  two  sums 
wh^fownuid  *™^^^^^»  together  with  the  said  first-named  so  calculated 
usigned  her  sum  as  aforesaid,  to  the  aggregate  principal  sum  of  9496/. 
therein  to  the  !'•  Sterling;  and,  after  reciting  that,  in  consideration  of 
Araghtwf  who  *^®  premises,  and  of  the  natural  love  and  affection  which 
had  attained       Sir  James  CampbeU  bore  to  his  said  wife  and  their  three 

the  age  of  .  , 

twentj-one^bnt  children,  and  in  order  to  secure  a  further  provision  for  his 
with theothM*  ^^  ^^  ^^^  children,  (other  and  considerable  provision 
iWngwithher  ^*^^8  ^^©^  made  by  the  original  settlement),  he,  the  said 
mother:—         Sir  Jamcs  Campbell,  had  invested  the  sum  of  10,000/. 

Held,  that  the  , 

appointment  Sterling  in  the  purchase  of  11,019/.  5^.  8</.,  S/.  per  cent. 
were'^SSrimd  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  in  the  names  of  the  Marquis 
ftwin'^to"'       ^^  '^^^^^  *"^^  ^^^^  Home  Home,  as  they  did  thereby  admit 

in  the  transfer  and  acknowledge,  to  be  held  upon  and  for  the  trusts  there- 
of the  fund,  ®  ^ 

pnnuant  to  the 

appointment,-was  not  allowed  hia  costs  of  a  soit  brought  against  him  by  the  daughter  to  compd . 
the  transfer,  though,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he  was  not  decreed  to  pay  the 
costs  of  the  suit. 
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inafter  declared :  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  the  considerar  1842, 
tions  thereinbefore  mentioned,  &c.,  and  Sir  James  Camp- 
bell did  thereby  declare  that  the  Marquis  of  Sligo  and  said 
John  Home  Home,  their  executors,  &c.,  should  stand  and 
be  possessed  of  and  interested  in  the  said  sum  of  llfildL 
5s.  8 J.,  Three  per  cent.  Consolidated  Bank  Annuities,  (with 
power  to  vary  the  securities  as  therein  mentioned),  and 
should,  firom  time  to  time,  pay  the  dividends,  interest,  and 
annual  produce  of  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities  to  Sir  James  Campbell  and  his  assigns  dur- 
ing his  life,  and  after  his  decease,  to  Lady  Dorothea 
Louisa  Campbell,  for  her  life,  and  after  the  decease  of  the 
survivor,  should  stand  and  be  possessed  of  and  interested  in 
all  and  singular  the  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  ftmds,  and 
securities,  and  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce 
thereof,  in  trust  for  all  and  every,  or  such  one  or  more, 
exclusively  of  the  others  or  other,  of  the  children  or  child 
of  the  said  Sir  James  Campbell,  by  said  Lady  Dorothea 
Louisa  Campbell,  then  living,  or  thereafter  to  be  bom, 
with  such  provisions  for  their  respective  maintenance, 
education,  and  advancement,  at  such  age,  day,  or  time,  or 
respective  ages,  days,  or  times,  and,  if  more  than  one,  in 
such  parts,  shares,  and  proportions,  and  with  such  annual 
sums  of  money,  and  limitations  over,  for  the  benefit  of  the 
said  children,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  upon  such  con- 
ditions, with  such  restrictions,  and  in  such  manner  as  the 
said  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell  should,  notwith- 
standing her  coverture,  by  any  deed  or  deeds,  instrument, 
or  instruments  in  writing,  with  or  without  power  of  revo- 
cation and  new  appointment,  to  be  by  her  sealed  and 
delivered  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  two  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  &c 
from  time  to  time  direct  or  appoint,  and  in  default  of  any 
such  direction  and  appointment,  in  trust  for  all  and  every 
the  children  and  child  then  living,  or  thereafter  to  be  born, 

xx2 
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1842.  of  the  said  Sir  James  Campbell  and  Lady  Dorothea  Loaisa 
Campbell. 

Sir  James  Campbell  died  in  May^  1885,  leaving  his  wife 
Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell,  and  four  children  by  her, 
surviving  him;  namely,  Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa,  Charlotte, 
Emily,  and  James* 

The  sum  of  11,019/.  5s.  Sd.  consols,  mentioned  in 
the  settlement,  was  invested  in  the  joint  names  of  the 
Marquis  of  Sligo  and  John  Home  Home,  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  indenture  of  22nd  July,  1834,  and 
it  had  remained  so  invested  upon  the  trusts  of  that  inden- 
ture ever  since. 

Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa,  the  eldest  daughter  of  Sir  James 
and  Lady  Dorothea  Campbell,  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years  on  the  24th  January  1840. 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  20th  March  1840,  and  made 
between  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell  of  the  one  part, 
and  Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa  Campbell  of  the  other  part,  re- 
citing the  settlement  of  the  24th  July,  1834,  the  death  of  Sir 
James  Campbell  leaving  such  children  as  before-mentioned, 
and  that  Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa  had  attained  the  age  of 
21  years,  and  that  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell  was 
desirous  of  making  an  immediate  independent  provision 
for  Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa  Campbell,  &;c.,  it  was  witnessed 
that  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell,  in  consideration  of 
natural  love  and  affection,  and  in  exercise  of  the  power 
reserved  to  her  by  the  settlement,  appointed  the  whole 
of  said  sum  of  11,019/.  6s.  Sd.  stock  to  the  said  Elizabeth 
Ann  Louisa  Campbell,  her  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  and  for  her  and  their  own  exclusive  use  and 
benefit.  And,  for  the  considerations  aforesaid,  it  was  fur- 
ther witnessed  that  the  said  Lady  Dorothea  Louisa  Camp- 
bell thereby  absolutely  assigned,  transferred,  set  over, 
remised,  and  released,  to  the  said  Ann  Louisa  Campbell, 
her  executors,  &c.,  the  life  interest  of  her  the  said  Lady 


CA8S8   IN  CHANCERY.  667 

Dorothea  Louisa  Campbell^  of  and  in  the  dividends,  in-*  1842. 
terest,  and  annual  produce  arising  from  said  settled  fund, 
to  the  end,  intent,  and  purpose,  that  the  whole  of  said 
1 1,019/.  5^.  8d.,  Three  per  cent.  Consols,  and  the  dividends, 
interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  might  thenceforth 
become  and  be  the  sole,  absolute,  exclusive  property  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Ann  Louisa  Campbell,  her  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns. 

This  deed  was  duly  executed  in  conformity  with  the 
requisites  of  the  power  contained  in  the  settlement. 

One  of  the  trustees,  John  Home  Home,  having  refused 
to  join  in  the  transfer  of  the  11,019/.  6s.  Sd.  stock  to 
Elisabeth  Ann  Louisa  Campbell,  as  appointee  und^  the 
last-mentioned  indenture,  the  present  bill  was  filed  by  her, 
and  the  Marquis  of  Sligo,  against  Home  and  Lady  Doro- 
thea, to  obtain  a  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  the  stock,  and  for  a  transfer  thereof  accordingly. 

The  defendant  Home,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he  had 
been  appointed  one  of  the  executors  of  the  testator,  and  he 
believed  that  Lady  Dorothea  had  possessed  herself  of  part 
of  the  testator's  assets,  of  which  he  and  his  co-executors 
had  not  been  able  to  obtain  a  satisfactory  account.  That  a 
suit  of  ''Campbell  v.  Campbell'^  had  been  instituted  by  the 
Bev.  A.  M.  Campbell,  as  the  next  friend  of  the  infants,  for 
the  administration  of  the  testator's  estate;  and  that  after-* 
wards  a  suit  of ''  Campbell  v.  Mackay ''  had  been  instituted 
by  Lady  Dorothea  herself  for  the  same  purpose,  and  also 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  into  execution  the  settlement 
made  previously  to  her  marriage,  and  the  settlement  of 
July  1884.  JSee  2  Myl.  ^  C.  25).  That  the  fund  now  in 
question  formed  part  of  the  subject  of  the  suit  of  "  Camp- 
bell V.  Mackay,''  and  although  the  proceedings  in  that 
suit  had  been  stayed  by  the  order  of  the  court  for  the  be- 
nefit of  the  infants,  yet  it  was  competent  to  Lady  Dorothea 
and  the  plaintiff,  who  had  attained  her  majority,  to  pro- 
secute that  suit  if  they  pleased,  though  not  as  an  infanta' 
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1842.  suit.  That  an  order  had  been  made,  in  ''Campbell  v. 
Campbell/'  directing  Lady  Dorothea,  who  was  guardian 
of  the  infants,  to  bring  them  within  the  jurisdiction,  but 
that  she  had  refused  to  comply  with  it.  That  it  might  be 
necessary  to  retain  the  life  interest  of  Lady  Dorothea  in 
the  fimd,  either  to  compel  her  to  obey  the  orders  of  the 
court  or  to  replace  the  assets  for  which  she  had  not  ac- 
counted. That  the  defendant  believed  that  Lady  Dorothea 
had  incurred  debts  which  she  had  no  means  of  disdiarging. 
That  he,  the  defendant,  was  not  satisfied  that  the  appoint- 
ment, even  if  duly  executed,  was  made  by  Lady  Dorothea, 
bond  fide,  for  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  more  especially 
as  the  plaintiff  was,  as  he  beKeved,  under  the  influence  or 
control  of  her  mother,  and  deprived  de  fiicto  of  the  pro- 
tection of  this  Court;  that  there  was  no  reasonable  cause 
assigned  for  the  transfer  of  so  large  a  fund  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  that  there  was  reason  to  apprehend  that  the  transfier 
was  made  as  a  means  of  enabling  Lady  Dorothea  to  obtain 
funds  wherewith  to  pay  the  debts  which  she  had  probably 
incurred:  under  these  circumstances  the  defendant  stated 
that  he  should  not,  as  he  considered,  be  doing  his  duty  to 
the  other  children,  who  were  still  infttnts,  if  he  parted  with 
this  fund  without  the  sanction  of  the  Court. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  pluntiff  was  living  with  her 
mother,  and  it  was  not  su^ested  that  any  marriage  was 
in  contemplation. 

Mr.  Simpkinson  and  Mr.  Parry,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Fisher,  for  the  defendant  Lady 
Dorothea. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Craig,  for  the  defendant  Home, 
contended  that  it  was  clear  from  the  language  of  the  set- 
tlement, taken  altogether,  that  it  was  not  intended  that 
the  appointment  should  take  place  till  after  the  death  of 
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the  survivor  of  the  parents.  [The  Vtce-Ckancelhr. —  1842 
McQueen  v.  Farquhar{a)y  exhausts  the  whole  subject.] 
They  relied  on  the  facts  stated  by  the  answer  as  a  jus- 
tification of  the  defendant's  refusal  to  transfer  the  fund. 
They  referred  to  Lord  Htnchinbroke  v.  Seytnour  (ft).  [The 
Vtce^C/umcellor. — Here  the  plaintiff  has  attained  twenty- 
one.] 

The  Vice-chancellor. — If  I  were  to  refuse  togiveeffect 
to  the  appointment  in  this  case^  or  to  the  assignment,  it 
would  be  to  decide,  or  very  nearly  to  decide,  that  in  no 
case  where  a  party  assigns  a  life-interest  to  an  adult  child, 
an  exclusive  power  of  appointment  should  be  exercised. 

The  settlement  is  proved  containing  the  exclusive  power 
of  appointment;  the  number  of  children  is  proved;  the 
age  of  the  eldest  child  and  the  appointment.  The  appoint- 
ment is  made  by  a  person,  of  whose  charact^  there  is  no 
impeachment;  and  it  is  farther  sustained  by  the  junction 
with  the  appointee,  in  the  suit  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing 
the  appointment,  of  a  person  of  honour  and  character  who 
is  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  fund.  I  cannot,  therefore, 
hesitate  as  to  giving  effect  to  it. 

It  is  quite  true  that  this,  as  weU  as  every  other  trans- 
action, may  be  affected  by  some  possible  fraud  or  mistake, 
or  misconduct;  but  where  is  the  fraud,  or  the  mistake,  or 
the  misconduct  here  ?  It  is  barely  hinted  at  in  the  answer. 
It  is  not  alleged,  or  if  alleged,  not  proved;  and  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  to  believe  it.  What  may  be  the  intention 
of  this  lady  in  regard  to  the  disposition  of  the  money,  is 
not  a  question  with  which  the  Court  has  to  deal.  If  it 
can  ever  be  shewn  that  this  deed  was  executed  from  im- 
proper motives,  those  who  are  interested  in  doing  so  can 
apply  to  set  it  aside.  There  is  nothing  whatever  to  justify 
this  Court  in  not  giving  effect  to  it  at  present. 

(a)  11  Yes.  467.  (b)  1  Bro.  C.C.  395. 


670  CASES   IN   CHANCJBRr« 

1842.  With  regard  to  the  history  into  which  the  defendant  has 

entered  of  former  suits  and  former  disputes^  and  the  real 
or  supposed  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  mother  of  the 
plaintiff^  I  have  nothing  whatever  to  do  with  it.  The 
question  now  before  the  Court  is  a  mere  question  of  right. 
Considering  the  line  of  defence  taken  by  the  answer, 
and  the  quantity  of  irrelevant  matter  into  which  the  de- 
fendant has  travelled;  and  considering  also  the  absence  of 
any  ground  for  the  objection  which  has  been  brought  for* 
ward  against  this  appointmentj  it  is  impossible  for  me  to 
give  Colonel  Home  his  costs.  I  do  not,  however,  think  it 
necessary  to  fix  him  with  costs. 


Pitt  v.  Bonner. 

June  9ihm       fp 
Where  a  decree   •*■  HE  plaintiff  filed  his  bill  to  recover  the  arrears  of  an 

aMtafT*  *c«l    *^^^^*y  which  had  been  granted  by  certain  persons  on  the 

defendants,        security  of  their  shares  in  a  colliery.     Hill  was  a  subse« 

one  of  them  has  queut  mortgagee  of  those  shares,  and  was  made  a  defend- 

tTi^^tS'*^^  ant.    The  other  defendants  were  the  executors  and  as- 

S'^cLSfim    ®^8^®®^  ^^  ^^®  original  holders,  all  of  whom  had  died  or 

by  consent        becomc  bankrupt;  the  assignees  of  some  of  them  being 

bntion  be-    '    brought  before  the  Court  by  supplemental  bill  (a). 

dSm^tB^m       ^®  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  decree  for  an  account 

motUminthe     a^d  payment  of  the  arrears  of  his  annuity,  with  costs, 

■••"'?  sut.  *  . 

against  all  the  defendants,  proceeded  against  and  recovered 
from  Hill  the  whole  amount  of  the  costs,  amounting  to 
847/.  15s.  Hill  then  applied  to  the  other  defendants  for 
contribution,  in  equal  shares,  but  could  obtain  no  payment; 
those  assignees  who  were  brought  before  the  Court  by 
supplemental  biU  contending  that  they  were  not  called 

(a)  The  facts  of  this  case  are  shortly  noticed  in  Bomer  v.  CMy^  1 
Hare,  109. 
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upon  to  pay  more  than  a  share  of  the  costs  of  the  supple-        1842. 
mental  suit. 

A  motion  was  now  made^  on  behalf  of  Hill^  for  a  refer- 
ence to  the  Master  to  enquire  what  were  the  respective 
proportions  of  the  costs  which  ought  to  be  paid  to  Hill  hj 
the  co-defendants. 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Heaihfield,  for  the  motion^  said^  that 
although  it  had  been  considered  as  a  general  rule  that  where 
a  decree  is  had  against  several  defendants  with  costs^  and 
one  is  compelled  to  pay  the  whole  costs^  his  remedy  against 
the  other  defendants  for  contribution  is  by  action  or  bill, 
yet  it  could  hardly  be  doubted  that  in  a  plain  case  like  the 
present  the  Court  would  give  a  remedy,  by  motion  in  the 
suit  in  which  payment  of  the  costs  was  decreed.  They 
admitted,  however,  that  they  could  produce  no  other  au- 
thority on  the  subject  than  Jones  v.  Cawthome  (a). 

Mr.  Bellamy  and  Mr.  Ehnaley^  for  the  defendants,  did 
not  oppose  the  motion. 

The  Yicb-Chancellob  said  that  he  had  no  difficulty, 
under  the  circumstances,  in  making  the  order  of  reference. 
The  course  proposed  was  a  desirable  one,  and  might  save 
much  trouble  and  expense.  As  the  plaintiff,  however,  had 
no  interest  in  the  question,  it  should  appear  in  the  order 
that  it  was  made  between  defendants  only. 


(a)  2  Fowl.  Exc.  Pr.  300. 
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1842. 

Jyne  27th.  PeRRY  V.  WaLKER. 

July  5UL        J 

iDjtmction  to  JLN  Augost^  1836^  the  plaintiff  filed  his  original  bill  against 
in^ui^  '  the  defendant,  stating  yarious  dealings  and  transactions 
^^°^^^'  between  them  in  respect  of  work  and  labour  done  by  the 
rtat.  1  &  2  plaintiff,  as  bricklayer  and  builder  for  the  defendant,  on 
after' decree  in  the  One  hand,  and  money  lent  by  the  defendant,  who  was 
rnlwoMt^^'  a  solicitor,  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  other  hand ;  and  praying 
frw'tov'  *^**  ^^  account  might  be  taken  between  them,  and  that, 
those  pro-  upon  payment  of  the  balance,  certain  leasehold  premises 
foaedSok^'  which  had  been  mortgaged  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defend- 
sp^  circum.  ^^^^  ^y^^  ^^  re-assigned,  &c. 

r^j^  The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  16tfa  March, 

1842,  before  Knight  Bruce,  Y.  C,  when  his  Honor  decreed 
that  the  accounts  prayed  by  the  bill  should  be  taken,  with 
yarious  enquiries  and  directions  as  to  the  deliyery  and 
payment  of  certain  bills  of  costs  alleged  to  haye  been  de- 
livered by  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff,  with  liberty 
to  state  special  circumstances  as  to  the  propriety  of 
any  charges  therein  contained,  and  a  direction  to  state 
the  course  of  dealing  between  the  parties  relatiye  to 
interest,  &c. 

The  decree  haying  been  passed  and  entered,  the  def(^d- 
ant,  in  June,  1842,  filed  an  afiidayit  of  debt  against  the 
plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  pursuant  to  the 
statute  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  sect.  8;  and,  immediately 
afterwards,  served  the  plaintiff  with  notice.  The  plain- 
tiff then  filed  his  supplemental  biU  against  the  defend- 
ant, praying  for  an  injunction  to  stay  the  proceedings  in 
bankruptcy. 

The  plaintiff  now  moved  for  an  injunction,  stating,  by  his 
affidavit,  that  the  whole  of  the  dealings  and  transactions 
in  respect  of  which  the  affidavit  was  filed  in  the  Ciourt  of 
Bankruptcy,  were  the  subject  of  the  suit  in  this  Ciourt,  and 
that  he  was  not  indebted  to  the  defendant  on  any  other 
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aocount;  and  also^  that  he  believed  that  the  object  of  the 
defendant  in  proceeding  as  he  had  done,  was  to  procure 
himself  to  be  named  the  assignee  of  the  plaintiff,  and  so  to 
obtain  controul  over  the  suit  in  this  Conrt,  and  prevent 
the  accounts  from  being  properly  taken.  This  latter  state- 
ment, as  to  the  object  of  the  defendant,  was  of  course 
denied  hj  him. 

Mr.  RusseU  and  Mr.  GloMe,  for  the  motion,  cited  Ai- 


wood  V.  Banks  (a),  Siorerr.  Jackson  (d).  Smith  v.  Cleasby{c), 
^and  Bedford  v.  Kemble  (rf). 

Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  JFright,  coniri. — ^First,  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  interfere; 
but,  at  all  events,  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  has  the  pre- 
ferable jurisdiction.  The  principles  laid  down  in  Attoood 
V.  Banks  are  new.  It  will  perhaps  be  contended  that  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  cannot  interfere  till  a  fiat  has  issued.. 
But  all  courts  have  perfect  controul  over  their  own  records; 
and  the  plaintiff  might  have  made  an  application  to  the 
Court  of  Beview  to  take  the  affidavit  off  the  file,  on  the 
ground  of  the  parties  availing  themselves  of  the  act  in  a 
fraudulent  way.  That  such  a  right  exists  in  bankruptcy 
may  be  inferred  from  the  language  of  Lord  Eldon  in  Em 
parte  Lanchester  (e),  where  he  speaks  of  the  general  right 

(a)  2  Beav.  192.  company,  indoeed  the  company  to 
{h)  Cor.  V.  C.  E.,  Nov.  1841.  file  an  affidavit  of  debt,  and  to 
The  case,  as  stated  at  the  bar,  was  give  notice  to  Storer  of  their  inten-* 
this:    Storer   was  in  partnership  tion  to  make  him  a  bankrupt  under 
with  three  individuals.    They  had  1  fr  2  Vict  c.  110.    The  same  sc- 
an account  with  the  Joint^tock  lidtor  acted  for  the  company  and 
Banking  Company  at  Hull,  and  a  forStorer's  firm.    The  Fiee-Chan^ 
large  debt  was  due  from  them  to  cettor  of  Er^land  granted  an  in- 
ihe  Company.    Storer  having  dis-  junction  to  restrain  the  proceedings 
putes  with  his  partners,  filed  a  bill  in  bankruptcy, 
against  them  for  an  account.    The  (c)  Car,  V.  C.  E. 
other  partners,  who  were  influen-  (d)  1  Sim.  &  St.  7. 
tial  shareholders  in  the  banking  (e)  17  Ve^.  513. 
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1842.  to  take  out  a  commission  of  bankruptcy,  where  ''there  is 
no  preventive  remedy/'  Other  cases  lead  to  the  same 
conclusion:  Ex  parte  GaUiimore{a),  Ex  parte  Harcourt  (6)« 
Ex  parte  Brittain  (c)« 

Secondly^  if  this  Court  has  jurisdiction,  or  should  think 
proper  to  interfere,  it  will  not  look  into  the  motives  of  the 
creditor  in  taking  the  present  step;  and  here  there  is 
no  ground  to  suppose  the  existence  of  any  but  legitimate 
motives  :  Ex  parte  WUbeam  {d),  Ex  parte  Parkes  (e), 
ExparteBoume  (/),  Ex  parte  Smith  {jj),  Ex  parte  Christie  {h). 
Ex  parte  Kemp  (t). 

In  the  course  of  the  argument  the  Vtce-Chancelhr  asked 
the  plaintiff's  counsel  whether  they  would  admit  that  at 
the  time  of  filing  the  affidavit,  he  was  a  trader  within 
the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  laws?  This  they  declined 
to  do. 

Julff  5M.  The  ViCE-CfiANCBLLOK. — ^Thc  decisions  of  the  Master 
qfthe  RoUs  and  the  Vtce^ChanceUor  of  England,  are  dedsions 
on  a  subject  of  great  difficulty.  They  are  very  important, 
and  worthy  of  much  consideration;  but  it  is  not  necessary  for 
me,  in  this  case,  to  express,  nor  do  I  wish  to  be  understood 
as  expressing  any  assent  to  or  dissent  fix>m  them.  There 
is  no  equity  in  support  of  this  motion,  except  that,  as 
between  the  parties,  there  has  been  a  decree  for  a  ge- 
neral account;  the  plaintiff  grounds  his  application  on 
the  supposed  analogy  between  an  action  which  might  be 
the  subject  of  an  injunction  in  such  a  case,  and  a  fiat  in 
bankruptcy.    I  apprehend  that,  although  a  decree  may 


(a)  3  Rose,  234.  (/)  2  Oh  &  J.  137. 

(b)  Id.  203.  Iff)  1  Rom,  147. 

(c)  3  Mont.  &  A.  325.  (h)  Mont.  &  B.  314. 

(d)  Buck,  459.  (i)  1  Mont  D.  &  D.  657. 

(e)  3Dea.31. 
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tiot  contain  an  injunction^  jet  an  action  will  not  be  per-  1842. 
mitted  upon  any  matter  involved  in  the  account  directed 
by  the  decree.  The  analogy  between  the  case  of  an  action 
at  law  and  that  of  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy^  is  not  perfect. 
Undoubtedly^  there  is  this  inconvenience  in  proceeding  in 
bankruptcy,  that  the  petitioning  creditor  must  estabhsh 
his  debt,  and  to  do  so  he  must  bring  under  the  con- 
sideration of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  the  same  matters 
as  he  brings  here.  In  the  present  case,  however,  that 
I  think  cannot  lead  to  any  great  inconvenience,  as,  after 
all  the  accounts  have  been  taken,  Mr.  Walker  will  pro- 
bably be  found  a  creditor  of  the  party  moving.  Sup- 
posing a  fiat  to  issue,  it  may  delay  these  proceedings 
for  a  time,  but  the  Court  of  Review  will  take  care  that 
such  delay  shall  not  cause  injustice.  If  this  be  a  case  in 
which,  on  general  grounds,  the  defendant  ought  to  be 
prevented  from  issuing  a  fiat,  the  Lord  Chancellor,  or  the 
Court  of  Review,  is  the  proper  quarter  to  which  to  make 
an  application  on  the  subject.  The  analogy  between  an  ac- 
tion at  law  and  a  fiat  in  bankruptcy  faUs  here,  especially  in 
this,  that  where  the  Court  stays  an  action,  it  generally  has  a 
party  before  it  who  has  no  legal  defence.  In  the  present 
case,  the  party  moving  declines  to  admit  that  he  was  a 
trader ;  and  if  I  stay  these  proceedings  without  such  an  ad- 
mission on  his  part,  the  defendant  may  lose  his  evidence. 
The  defendant  has  done  that  which  amounts  to  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  enforced  on  his  debtor;  now,  if  that  be  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  it  does  not  protect  the  property  un- 
less the  fiat  be  issued  within  two  months.  I  am  much 
struck  with  the  circumstance  that  the  plaintiff  declines  to 
admit  that  he  was  a  trader.  I  do  not  approve  of  these 
proceedings  against  him,  and  regret  that  they  have  been 
taken ;  but  as  his  counsel  have  deliberately  refused  to  gi?e 
an  undertaking  to  admit  the  trading  at  the  period  when 
the  defendant's  affidavit  was  made,  and  to  admit  such  affi- 
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1842.        davit,  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  at  any  time  hereafter,  I  shall 
^•— >^     '      make  no  order  on  this  motion. 

Pbbbt 

Jubf  1  L  ^  ^^  interval  between  the  motion  for  the  injunction 

The  Court  re-  s^^  the  judgment  thereon,  as  before  stated,  a  motion  was 
S^r^a^piain-  ™^^®  ^  dispauper  the  plaintiff,  who  had  been  admitted  to 
tiff,  although  in  gue  informd  pauperis  upon  the  usual  affidavit  ''  that  he  is 

the  possession 

of  property,  not  worth  the  sum  of  5/.  in  all  the  world,  his  just  debts 
ercise^ofa^'  being  first  paid;  his  wearing  apparel  and  the  matters  in 
business;  the     question  in  this  cause  only  excepted/' 

possession  of       ^  j  r 

the  property  In  support  of  the  motiou  the  affidavits  of  Henry  Gridley 

f^thTwrong-  and  Charles  Lewis  were  read.      From  the  former  affi- 

wqSJI^te  ^*^*  ^*  appeared  that  Gridley  was  tenant  to  the  plaintiff 

by  the  adverse  of  certain  premises  at  the  rent  of  22/.  per  annum :  that  in 

party,  and  the  r  r 

business  being  March  1838,  he  was  served  with  notice  from  the  defendant 
m^dntenLce  of  ^s  mortgagee  of  the  premises  to  pay  the  rent  to  him ;  that 
^™^  ^^  the  deponent  nevertheless  continued  to  pay  the  rent  to  the 
plaintiff,  or  his  order,  under  a  bond  of  indemnity  executed 
to  him  by  the  plaintiff,  and  that  such  payments,  notwith- 
standing applications  made  by  the  defendant,  continued  to 
be  made  either  voluntarily  or  under  distresses  until  Lady- 
day,  1842,  inclusive,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  since  threat- 
ened to  distrain  for  the  rent  due  at  Midsummer,  1842. 

The  affidavit  of  Lewis  was  to  the  effect  that  in  March, 
1841,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  a  contract  with  one  Coser  to 
do  certain  repairs  to  a  house  at  the  price  of  2362.  That  be- 
tween that  time  and  January,  1 842,  the  plaintiff  received  from 
Cozer  the  sum  of  207/.  lOs.  on  account  of  the  contract,  and 
still  claimed  and  had  commenced  an  action  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  against  C!ozer  for  a  balance  of  69/.  Os.  6d. 
The  counter  -affidavit  of  the  pmintiff  admitted  the  con- 
tract of  Cozer,  but  alleged  debts  owing  on  the  contract  ex- 
ceeding the  money *to  be  recovered  in  the  action;  ''and 
that  after  payment  of  such  debts,  and  excepting  the  matters 
in  question  in  these  causes,  the  deponent  is  not  worth  the 
sum  of  5/.  in  all  the  world/' 
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Mr.  Cooper  and  Mr.  Wright^  for  the  motion,  contended 
that  the  circumstances  proved  on  behalf  of  the  defendant 
were  a  sufficient  ground  to  dispauper  the  ]^aintiffj  although 
in  the  words  of  the  plaintiff's  affidavit, ''  his  just  debts  being 
first  paid/'  he  might  not  be  worth  bl.  The  words  of  the 
affidavit  had  from  time  to  time  varied,  and  were  not  now,  if^ 
they  had  ever  been,  strictly  regarded.  The  Court  had  always . 
looked  to  the  property  which  a  man  had  in  his  possession, 
and  the  manner  of  his  living.  Prac.  Beg.  p.  268  (1st  ed.) ; 
Wy.  Prac,  Reg.  321 ;  Spencer  v.  Bryant  (a) ;  Lovekm^f.  Ed- 
wards  (b) ;  Anon,  (per  HoU,  C.  J.)  {c) ;  BarUet  v.  SmUh  {d) ; 
RomiUy  v.  Grint  (e) ;  Deavetfs  MSB.  (/). 

Mr.  Bussell  and  Mr.  Glasse,  conirh,  cited  Raxworthy  v. 
Raxworihy  {g),  and  after  observing  that  the  contract  refer- 
red to  in  the  affidavit  was  entered  into  in  the  course  of  the 
plaintiff's  business,  contended  that  the  circumstance  of  his 
earning  a  maintenance  by  his  labour  was  no  ground  for 
dispaupering  him. 


1842. 


(fl)ll  Ve8.49. 

{b)  1  Phil.  179. 

(c)  2  Salk.  507. 

(</)InCh.  8Nov.  1785. 

(02Beav.  186. 

(f)  The  following  is  an  extract 
from  Mr.Deavea'fl  MSS.:-~"  Pau- 
per—  plaintiffs  how  admitted, — 
Plaintiff  having  made  the  usual  af- 
fidavit that  he  is  not  worth  5/.,  hia 
wearing  apparel  and  the  matters 
in  question  excepted,  prays  that  he 
may  he  admitted  to  file  his  bill 
and  prosecute  his  suit  in  formd 
pavperigf  and  that  A.  B.  may  be 
assigned  bis  counsel,  and  C.  D.  his 
six-clerk.  Answer — Filing  the  af- 
fidavit, be  it  as  prayed." 

The  reporters  have  been  hoc- 
nished  by  the  registrar,  Mr.  Afoitro, 
with  the  following  cases,  from 
which  it  seems  doubtful  whether, 
at  the  time  the  orders  in  those 


cases  were  made,  the  form  of  the 
affidavit  was  uniform. 

Ditiev.Tovey,  31  Jan.1705.  "The 
plaintiff,  the  petitioner,  alleges  that 
by  reason  of  his  poverty  he  is  not 
able  to  proceed,  not  being  worth 
5/.,  as  by  affidavit  on  record  ap- 
pears; and  therefore  &c.  Filing 
the  affidavit,  let  it  be  as  desired. 
"J.Taavoa." 

Jones  V.  Harrison,  5th  Feb.  1 705. 
— Plaintiff,  petitioner,  alleges  that 
by  reason  of  poverty,  not  being 
worth  5f.in  all  the  world,  his  debts 
paid,  his  wearing  apparel  and  mat- 
ters in  question  excepted,  whereof 
affidavit  is  nuide,  may  it  there- 
fore &c.  Filing  the  affidavit,  let  it 
be  as  desired.       **  J.  Trevob." 

And  see  Bowffer  v.  HaUs^  R.  L. 
J700,  A.  fo.  1. 

(j)  16  Law  J.  136. 


/  ^/.  ^J4 


Walkba. 
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1842.  The  Vicb-Chamcellob^  in  the  course  of  the  argument^ 

^     '"^      said  that  he  had  always  been  impressed  with  the  propriety 
V.  of  the  opinion  of  HoU,  C.  J.,  in  the  case  in  Salkebt.    If 

the  words  of  the  affidavit,  as  it  appeared  to  be  framed  in 
modem  times,  were  to  be  strictly  regarded,  the  great  ma- 
jority of  mankind  would  have  a  right  to  sue  as  paupers. 

The  plaintiff's  counsel  ultimately  offered  to  give  an  un- 
dertaking that  the  plaintiff  should  not  interfere  with  the 
property  in  question  in  the  suit  without  the  defendant's 
permission,  and  to  agree  to  an  order  for  a  receiver  if 
required. 

The  YiCB  Chancbllor. — ^In  this  case,  it  is  highly  pro- 
bable that  the  plaintiff  is  entirely  insolvent — that  is,  that 
his  affidavit  is  true,  that  he  is  not  worth  6/.  after  pay- 
ment of  all  his  debts.  Taking  that  fact  to  be  so,  it  is  not 
sufficient  to  support  the  order  admitting  him  to  sue  informd 
pauperisy  if  the  order  can  be  impeached  on  the  other  grounds 
which  have  been  taken. 

The  grounds  of  impeachment  are,  first :  that  the  plaintiff 
had  the  whole  or  part  of  the  property  in  dispute  in  his  pos- 
session, and,  secondly,  that  by  his  own  shewing,  he  has 
other  property,  which  maintains  him  in  such  a  manner  as  to 
preclude  the  assertion  of  pauperism.  As  to  the  first  ground, 
the  possession  is  altogether  wrongful,  if  it  is  possession. 
When  he  had  mortgaged  to  the  defendant,  and  the  de- 
fendant had  given  him  notice  not  to  interfere  with  the 
mortgaged  property,  he  from  time  to  time  wrongfully  and 
improperly  demanded  and  received  rent  from  the  tenants. 
Considering  that  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff,  if  any,  is 
wrongful — that  the  property  has  been  acquired  by  him 
by  aggression,  if  at  all, — considering  also  the  length 
of  time  during  which  the  adverse  party  (himself  a  mem- 
ber of  the  legal  profession)  has  known  of  the  wrongful 
acts  of   the    plaintiff   and  acquiesced   in    his  carrying 
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on  the  suit  in  the  character  of  a  pauper^  I  think  it  woidd  be  1842. 
giving  these  acts  too  much  weight  to  treat  them  as  equiva- 
lent to  the  possession  of  property.  I  think  it  would  be 
too  much  not  to  take  the  undertaking  and  consent  which 
he  is  willing  to  give,  that  is  to  say,  not  to  interfere  with  the 
property,  and  not  to  object  to  a  receiver. 

The  next  point  made  is,  that  the  plaintiff  has  acquired 
property  by  the  exerdse  of  his  trade.  It  appears  that 
at  one  time  he  kept  a  public-house,  and  that  he  has  car- 
ried on  the  business  of  a  bricklayer.  Having  been  re- 
leased from  imprisonment  he  has  been  endeavouring  to 
maintain  himself  by  his  labour.  I  agree  in  the  observa- 
tion that  a  party  preferring  labour  rather  than  becoming 
an  incumbrance  on  the  parish  does  not  lose  the  right  of 
suing  in  formd  pmigperis.  To  hold  the  contrary  would  be 
hard,  and  a  discouragement  to  honest  industry.  In  order 
to  dispauper  a  man,  he  must  be  shewn  to  be  living  in  the 
apparent  enjoyment  of  substantial  means,  that  is  to  say, 
substantial  with  reference  to  his  station  and  position  in 
society,  or  carrying  on  business  in  a  way  inconsistent 
with  the  character  of  a  pauper.  If  that  had  been  so  here, 
I  should  have  felt  little  or  no  difficulty  in  dispaupering  the 
plaintiff.  But  it  does  not  appear  from  the  affidavits  where 
he  was  residing  or  how  living;  whether  in  an  humble 
lodging  or  a  house  of  his  own,  or  in  short  what  are  his  ap- 
parent means,  or  the  means  which  he  exhibits  to  the  world. 
It  has  only  been  shewn  that  he  has  been  in  an  employment, 
in  which  or  to  which,  he  says,  he  has  been  assisted  by 
coDsiderable  loans.  It  appears,  indeed,  that  he  has  been 
suing  a  party  at  law  without  proceeding  in  formd  pang^eris, 
and  I  was  at  first  struck  with  that  circumstance ;  but  it 
may  be  remarked  that  he  might  not  be  able  to  make  a 
proper  affidavit  in  that  cause  by  reason  of  his  property 
in  this:  which  property  is  the  subject  of  examination 
here,  though  there  it  would  not  be  so.    That  removes  the 

■  VOL.  I.  Y  Y  N.  C.  C. 
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1842.  objection  upon  that  point.  Therefore^  not  knowing  hoir 
he  is  carrying  on  business^  except  that  he  is  working 
for  money  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  his  family,  and 
not  living  on  charity,  I  think  it  would  be  unsafe  to  dis- 
pauper him  upon  the  grounds  suggested;  and  upon  the 
whole,  though  not  blaming  the  defendant  for  making  the 
motion,  I  think  it  right  to  dismiss  it  and  to  receive  the 
plaintiff's  undertaking  and  consent. 


July  7th.  Newman  v.  Lade. 

Testator,  byhiB  1 HOMAS  NEWMAN,  who  carried  on  the  business  of  a 

will,  directed 

that  his  trade  brush-makcr,  by  his  will,  dated  the  2nd  April,  1840,  after 

ridLonby^'  bequeathing   1000/.   to    his   friends   James  Trenow  and 

daughter  apd  Charles  Robinson,  their  executors,  fee,  in  trust  for  the 

others,  as  trus-  '                                    '         ' 

tees,  for  ten  benefit  of  his  daughter,  Mrs.  Heath,  and  her  children,  be- 

concern  should  queathed  as  follows : — "  Whereas,  by  a  policy  of  assurance. 


pJopw^idd,    ^**^^  ^^^  1^^^  October,  1822,  the  European  Life  Assurance 
the  produce  ii-  Society  did  assure  to  me  the  sum  of  3000/.,  to  be  paid  to 

vested  in  the  "^  '^ 


funds,  and  the  my  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  after  my  decease : 
trust,  as  to  one  ^^^  ^  ^^  hereby  give  and  bequeath  the  said  sum  of  3000/., 
Sl^o?thc**  *^^  ^^^  accumulations  to  arise  therefrom  (if  any),  and  also 
daughter  and      all  my  leasehold  estates,  ready  money,  securities  for  money, 

her  children, 

and  as  to  the  book  and  other  debts,  stock  in  trade,  and  utensils  used 
for  ttir^^t  therein,  goods,  chattels,  and  other  personal  estate  and 
of  the  children   effects  whatsoever,  not  hereby  otherwise  disposed  of,  unto 

of  his  brother.  .  r  * 

By  a  codicU,  the  Said  James  Trenow  and  Charles  Robinson,  their  execu- 
Toked  thaTpart  ^^^>  administrators,  and  assigns,  upon  and  for  the  several 
OTi^'owCTed  w  t'^®*''  intents,  and  purposes  following,  (that  is  to  say,)  upon 
trustees  to  seU  trust,  with  all  convenient  speed  after  my  decease,  to  sell 
instead  thereof,  &nd  dispose  of,  collect,  get  in,  and  convert  into  money,  my 
^*daug^^to   ^^^  personal  estate,  except  the  lease  or  leases  of  the  pre- 

take  possession 

of  all  furniture,  stock  in  trade,  and  every  description  of  property  found  on  hii,  the  testator's,  pre- 
mises, to  be  disposed  of  at  her  discretion  :—/r«/i},  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil  was  not  to  alter 
the  enjoyment  of  the  property,  but  only  to  constitute  the  daughter  sole  trustee  under  the  will. 
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mises  now  occupied  by  me  as  a  manufactory^  and  my  stock  1842. 
in  trade  and  utensils;  and  thereout  to  pay  my  just  debts^ 
funeral^  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  set  apart  and 
appropriate  the  said  legacy  of  1000^,  and  lay  out  and  in- 
▼est  the  residue  or  surplus  of  such  money  or  personal 
estate  in  the  names  or  name  of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee 
for  the  time  being,  in  some  of  the  public  stocks  or  parlia- 
mentary fiinds  of  Great  Britain,  or  upon  real  securities 
in  England,  and  from  time  to  time  to  alter,  vary,  and 
transpose  at  their  or  his  discretion  the  same  stocks,  iunds, 
and  securities,  or  any  of  them:  and  as  to  the  said  lease  or 
leases  of  my  manufactory,  and  my  said  stock  in  trade  and 
utensils  of  a  brush  manufacturer,  my  will  is,  and  I  hereby 
direct,  that  my  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of 
this  my  will  do  and  shall  carry  on  and  conduct  the  same, 
and  transact  all  matters  and  things  relating  thereto,  in 
conjunction  with  my  daughter  Isabella  Anne,  the  wife  of 
John  Searles  Lade,  for  the  space  of  ten  years  next  after 
my  decease;  and  for  that  purpose  I  authorize  and  empower 
my  said  trustees  and  trustee  for  the  time  being  to  hire  and 
employ  such  persons,  with  such  salaries  as  they  or  he 
shall  think  proper,  and  to  enter  into  such  contracts  and 
agreements,  and  to  make  such  engagements  respecting  the 
premises  as  they  or  he  shall  think  reasonable,  and  to  in- 
crease or  abridge  the  said  business  or  concern  and  my 
capital  therein,  and  to  adjust  and  settle  all  accounts  in 
which  I  shall  be  interested,  and  to  refer  any  disputes  con- 
cerning the  same  to  arbitration,  and  to  compromise  and 
compound  any  debts  owing  to  me,  and  to  pay  and  satisfy 
any  claim  and  demand  made,  upon  or  against  my  estate 
which  my  trustees  shall  deem  to  be  fair  and  just,  and  to 
make  any  sales  upon  credit,  and  generally  to  transact  all 
matters  respecting  my  said  business,  and  to  do  all  acts  and 
deeds  relative  thereto  in  such  and  the  same  manner  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  as  if  such  trustees  or  trustee  were 
absolutely  entitled  to  or  interested  in  the  premises,  it  being 

yt2 
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my  intention  to  giye  mj  trosteea  for  the  time  being  full 
discretionaiy  power  and  aathority  to  carry  on  my  said  busi- 
ness^ in  conjunction  with  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne 
Lade,  in  such  manner  as  to  them  or  him  shall  seem  most 
advantageous  and  most  for  the  benefit  of  the  persons  in* 
terested  under  the  trust  hereinafter  expressed.  And  I 
hereby  declare,  that  all  losses,  charges,  and  expenses  at- 
tending or  to  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  on  of  my  said 
business  shall  be  borne  and  defrayed,  in  the  first  instance, 
out  of  the  gains  and  profits  thereof,  and,  if  they  shall  be 
insufficient,  then  out  of  my  residuary  personal  estate,  and 
the  money  to  arise  therefrom ;  and  all  the  gains,  profits, 
and  increase  of  the  said  business  shall  be  added  to,  and 
considered  as  part  of  the  said  residuaiy  personal  estate,  and 
shall  be  applied  and  go  in  such  manner  as'  hereinafter  is 
directed.  And  my  will  is,  that  my  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being  shall,  from  time  to  time  after  my  decease, 
take  annual  accounts  of  the  stock  and  capital  employed  in 
my  said  trade,  and  shall  make  out  annual  accounts  of  the 
gains,  profits,  losses,  and  expenses  of  the  same,  and  of 
all  transactions  relating  thereto,  which  accounts  shall  be 
audited  and  settled  by  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade. 
And  I  will  and  direct  that  the  clear  gains  and  profits  to 
arise  firom,  or  to  be  produced  by,  my  said  trade  or  busi- 
ness during  such  time  as  the  same  shall  be  carried  on  as 
aforesaid,  shall  be  paid,  applied,  and  disposed  of  in  manner 
following,  (that  is  to  say),  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne 
Lade  shall  have  and  be  entitled  to  one  moiety  of  the  said 
gains  and  profits  for  her  own  separate  use  and  benefit  ab- 
solutely; and  the  remaining  moiety  of  the  said  gains  and 
profits  shall  be  paid  and  applied  for  the  maintenance  and 
support  of  the  five  children  of  my  son  Edward  Mark  New- 
man, hereinafter  named,  in  such  shares  and  proportions, 
and  in  such  manner  as  my  trustees  shall  in  their  discretion 
think  proper.  Provided  always,  and  it  is  my  will,  that  if 
my  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall  find  it  dia- 
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advantageous,  or  deem  it  unadvisable,  to  cany  on  my  said  1842. 
business,  then  and  in  such  case  it  shall  be  lawful  for  them 
or  him  absolutely  to  close  and  discontinue  my  said  busi- 
ness, and  all  accounts  and  transactions  relating  thereto; 
and  my  will  is,  that  upon  such  determination  of  my  said 
business  my  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  shall 
sell,  collect,  and  convert  into  money  all  the  capital  stock, 
leases,  monies,  and  other  effects  belonging  to  or  used  in 
the  same,  and  shall  thereout  pay  all  debts  and  expenses 
owing  and  incurred  from  and  on  account  of  the  same,  and 
adjust  and  settle  all  accounts  relating  thereto;  and  as  to 
the  clear  surplus  of  the  monies  into  which  the  capital  of 
my  said  business  shall  be  converted  on  the  same  being 
closed,  as  also  the  residue  or  surplus  of  my  personal  estate 
and  the  monies  to  arise  therefrom,  my  will  is,  that  my 
trustees  and  trustee  for  the  time  being  do  and  shall  lay 
out  and  invest  the  same,  from  time  to  time,  in  their  or  his 
names  or.nfone  in  soine  or  one  of  the  public  stocks,  funds, 
or  securities  hereinbefore  mentioned.  And  I  hereby  de- 
clare my  will  to  be,  that  my  said  trustees  shaU  stand  and 
be  possessed  of,  and  interested  in,  all  my  said  residuary 
personal  estate  and  effects,  and  the  monies  to  arise  from 
my  said  business  of  a  brush-manufacturer  from  the  con- 
version into  money  of  the  capital  thereof,  when  the 
same  concern  shall  be  closed,  and  the  stocks,  funds^ 
and  securities  in  or  upon  which  such  residuary  per- 
sonal estate  shall  be  laid  out  or  invested,  or  which  shall 
otherwise  form  any  part  thereof  respectively,  and  the  divi- 
dends, interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  upon  and  for 
the  several  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes  following,  (that  is 
to  say),  as  to  one  equal  moiety  or  equal  half  part  of  the 
trust  monies,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  constituting  my 
residuary  personal  estate,  upon  trust  from  time  to  time  to 
pay  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  produce  arising 
therefrom,  unto  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade, 
during  the  term  of  her  natural  life,  for  her  separate  use, 
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free  from  the  control  and  debts  of  her  present  or  any  futnre 
husband^  and  so  that  during  any  coverture  she  may  be 
under  she  shall  have  no  power  to  alien  or  anticipate  the 
growing  payments  of  the  said  dividends  and  interest  and 
annual  produce^  or  any  part  thereof;  and  immediately  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade,  I 
give  the  said  one  moiety,  or  equal  half  part  or  share  of  and 
in  my  said  trust  monies,  stocks,  funds,  and  securities,  and 
residuary  personal  estate,  in  trust  for  such  child  or  children 
of  my  said  daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade  as  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  or  marry,  if  more  than  one,  in 
equal  shares,  for  the  absolute  use  and  benefit  of  such  child 
or  children  respectively,*'  &c.  [Here  followed  clauses  of 
survivorship,  maintenance,  &c.]  ''And  as  to  the  other 
or  remaining  moiety,  half  part,  or  share  of  and  in  my 
said  residuary  personal  estate,  and  the  produce  thereof, 
I  direct  and  declare,  that  my  trustees  shall  stand  pos* 
sessed  thereof  for  the  benefit  of  James,  Frances,  Jane, 
Samuel,  and  Francis,  the  five  children  of  my  said  son 
Edward  Mark  Newman,  who  are  now  living  with  me, 
upon  and  for  trusts  and  purposes,  and  with  and  subject  to 
powers  and  authorities  similar  to,  and  in  all  respects  cor- 
responding with  the  trusts,  purposes,  powers,  and  authori- 
ties expressed  and  declared  concerning  the  one  moiety 
lastly  hereby  bequeathed,  after  the  decease  of  my  said 
daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade,  in  trust  for  her  children/' 

On  the  13th  of  the  same  month  of  April,  the  testator  made 
the  following  codicil  to  his  will: — "I  hereby  revoke  and 
cancel  that  part  of  my  will  executed  the  2nd  instant,  April 
1840,  which  empowers  my  trustees,  Mr.  James  Trenow  and 
Mr.  Charles  Robinson,  to  sell  my  effects.  Instead  thereof  I 
hereby  authorize  my  daughter  Isabella  Anne  Lade  to  take 
possession  of  all  furniture,  stock  in  trade,  and  every  de- 
scription of  property  found  on  my  premises,  to  be  disposed 
of  at  her  discretion.'' 

The  testator  died  soon  after  the  date  of  his  codicil,  and 
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in  September  of  the  same  year  the  present  bill  was  filed,         1842. 
which,  after  suggesting  that  the  business  had  not  been      nbwman 
carried  on  properly  since  the  testator's  death,  prayed  the  *• 

usual  accounts  of  his  estate,  and  that  directions  might  be 
given  for  carrying  on  the  business  according  to  the  trusts 
of  the  will,  or  for  winding  it  up. 

Mr.  Walker  and  Mr.  Stinian,  for  the  plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Russell  and  Mr.  Hardy ^  for  the  defendants  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Lade,  contended,  that  the  trust  created  by  the  will 
for  carrying  on  the  testator's  trade,  was  entirely  destroyed 
by  the  codicil,  and  that  Mrs.  Lade  was  absolutely  entitled 
to  the  property  comprised  in  the  codicil  Sugd,  Powers* 
Vol.  l,p.  119. 

Mr.  Evans,  for  other  parties. 

The  YicE-CHANCELLoa. — The  testator,  by  his  will,  in 
effect  directed  all  his  property  to  be  converted  into  money, 
subject  to  this,  that  the  money  and  stock  in  trade  are  to  be 
employed  in  carrying  on  the  business  for  ten  years  after 
his  death.  No  sale  of  the  stock  is  to  take  place  during 
the  ten  years,  except  what  is  incident  to  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  trade.  One  moiety  of  the  profits  is  given  to  the 
testator's  daughter  for  her  separate  use,  the  other  moiety  is 
given  to  the  children  of  his  brother,  who  are  plaintiffs  in 
the  suit.  At  the  end  of  the  ten  years  the  trustees  are  to 
sell  the  whole  business,  and  subject  to  the  daughter's  life- 
interest  in  one  moiety,  the  proceeds  are  to  be  divided  be* 
tween  her  children  and  the  children  of  the  testator's  bro« 
ther.  There  is  an  anxiously  expressed  intention  that  the 
children  shall  take  this  interest.  Then  there  is  this  codi« 
cil — "  I  hereby  revoke  and  cancel  that  part  of  my  will 
executed  the  2nd  instant,  April  1840,  which  empowers  my 
trustees,  Mr.  James  Trenow  and  Mr.  Charles  Robinson,  to 
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1842.  sell  my  effects/'  ''and  instead  thereof/'  that  is,  instead 
of  that  part  of  my  will  which  directs  my  trustees  to 
sell  my  effects,  '^I  hereby  authorize  my  said  daughter 
to  take  possession  of  all  furniture,  stock  in  trade,  and 
every  description  of  property  found  on  my  premises,  to 
be  disposed  of  at  her  discretion/'  The  intention  here 
is,  as  I  collect  it,  to  exempt  the  daughter  more  or  less 
from  the  co-operation  of  the  trustees,  and  to  give  her 
sole  authority  and  discretion  in  the  sale  of  his  pro- 
perty, but  only  as  trustee.  All  that  the  testator  revokes 
and  cancels  by  his  codicil  is,  that  part  of  his  will  which 
directs  his  trustees  to  sell  his  effects.  Here  is  no  inten- 
tion to  interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property,  or,  at 
at  all  events,  to  interfere  more  than  may  be  necessary  for 
the  purposes  of  the  sale.  In  the  construction  of  instru- 
ments the  rule  of  the  civil  law,  certa  pro  incertis  non  relin^ 
guenda,  is,  I  apprehend,  a  wholesome  rule  to  follow.  In  a 
late  case  of  Shipperdson  v.  Tower  (o),  to  which  I  refer  only 
as  expressing  my  present  opinion,  the  observations  that  I 
made  in  reference  to  one  of  the  codicils  were  these : — *'  To 
give  it  any  other  effect  would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  to 
allow  an  intention  strongly  and  clearly  expressed  by  one 
testamentary  instrument  to  be  defeated  by  expressions  of  a 
doubtful  and  obscure  nature  in  another,  which  ought  not 
to  be."  Here  an  intention,  anxiously  and  strongly  ex- 
pressed in  the  will,  is  sought  to  be  overruled  by  expressions 
in  the  codicil,  which  are  at  the  utmost  obscure  and  am- 
biguous. I  think  the  daughter  cannot  say  more  than  that 
the  codicil  brings  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  into  doubt. 
I  am  of  opinion,  that  I  cannot  hold  that  it  does  interfere 
with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property. 

I  expressed  a  doubt,  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
as  to  the  propriety  of  proceeding  in  the  execution  of  the 
trusts  of  this  will  without  trustees,  and  a  difficulty  may 

(o)  ^n/ff,  p.  456. 
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be  rased  in  that  respect;  because  one  possible  view  of  the  1842. 
case  is^  that  the  will  enables  the  daughter  to  carry  on  the 
business,  as  a  trustee  no  doubt,  but  without  the  inter- 
vention of  other  trustees.  It  is  not  necessary  at  present 
to  adjudicate  upon  that  part  of  the  case,  because  I  think 
there  is  a  sufficient  case  made  by  her  answer  to  authorize 
me  to  direct  an  inquiry,  whether  the  business  has  been 
carried  on  since  the  testator's  death  in  a  manner  conform- 
able to  the  testator's  wilL  [This  and  other  inquiries  were 
then  directed.] 

On  this  day  the  Vice-Chancellor  said,  upon  further  con-    /u/y  i  uh. 
sideration,  he  was  confirmed  in  the  opinion  which  he  had 
before  given  in  this  case;  more  especially  as  by  the  will  of 
the  testator  the  interest  given  to  the  daughter  was  to  her 
separate  use.   . 
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1842. 

July  18<A, 

^^J^lX^^^  The  Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  Babham. 

By  a  marriage    J)  Y  indentures  of  settlement  dated  respectively  the  24th 

settlement,  _     ,  _ 

20,000/.,  tlie  and  25th  July,  1792,  and  made  in  contemplation  of  a  mar- 

^fci"^as-*  riage  which  was  shortly  afterwards  solemnized  between 

tef^u'^^t^  Joseph  Foster  Barham  and  Lady  Caroline  Tufton,  a  sum 

subject  to  Ufe  of  20,000/.,  the  fortune  of  Lady  Caroline,  was  assigned  or 

husband  and  assured  to  Elborough  Woodcock  and  William  Cardale,  their 

m^ty^fOT^I^  executors  &c.,   upon  trust  to  pay   the  annual  produce 

eldest  son  of  die  thereof  to  or  for  the  benefit  of  Joseph  P.  Barham  and 

marriage,  and  * 

as  to  the  other    Lady  Caroline  during  their  joint  lives  and  the  life  of  the 
youn^r  dui.^    survivor  of  them  in  manner  therein  mentioned,  and  after 

dren.  By  the 
same  settle- 
ment, a  certain  plantation  in  Jamaica,  of  which  the  husband  was  seised  in  fee-simple,  was 
coHTcyed  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  500  years,  upon  trust,  if  the  husband 
should  so  appoint,  to  raise  10,000/.  for  his  absolute  use,  and  subject  to  such  term,  and  to 
the  life-interests  of  husband  and  wife,  to  trustees  for  1000  years,  upon  trust  to  raise  20,000/. 
for  the  eldest  son,  10,000/.  for  the  younger  children,  and  again  10,000/.  for  the  eldest  son. 
The  settlement  contained  a  proviso  that  the  portions  should  be  raised  according  to  their  pri* 
ority,  as  stated  in  the  settlement.  Soon  after  the  marriage  the  husband  exercised  his  right  of 
raising  10,000/.  for  his  own  use,  and  for  that  purpose  the  trustees  of  the  500  years'  term  bor- 
rowed of  the  trustees  of  the  wife's  fortune  10,000/.,  and  executed  to  the  latter  a  mortgage  of 
the  premises  comprised  in  the  500  years'  term.  The  husband  and  wife  died,  leaTing  five(£ildiien 
of  the  marriage ;  the  husband  having  by  his  will,  after  directing  payment  of  his  debts,  and 
devising  certain  property  not  situated  in  Jamaica,  devised  all  his  residuary  real  and  personal 

Property  to  his  eldest  son,  J.,  and  appointed  him  his  executor.  Upon  the  death  of  the  testator, 
.  proved  the  will,  acted  as  executor,  and  entered  into  possession  of  the  estates  in  Jamaica,  of 
which  he  kept  possession,  payixig  the  interest  of  the  younger  children's  fortunes,  until  1837, 
when  he  became  a  lunatic,  shortly  after  which  he  died  intestate  and  unmarried,  leaving  the  four 
younger  children  surviving  him,  of  whom  W.  was  his  heir-at-law.  No  arrangement  had  ever  bem 
entered  into  amongst  the  children  relative  to  the  charges  in  the  settlement,  nor  was  there  any 
strong  evidence  of  the  intentions  of  J.  as  to  the  extinguishment  of  those  diarges  to  which  he 
was  entitled  : — Held, 

1st,  That,  under  the  foregoing  circumstances,  it  was  most  for  the  benefit  of  J.  that  his  charges 
on  the  Jamaica  estate  should  be  considered  as  not  having  been  extinguished  in  the  inheritance, 
and  consequently  that  they  were  not  extinguished. 

2adly,  That  he  was  not  bound  to  apply  the  rents  and  profits  which  he  reodved  in  reduction 
of  his  charges ;  but, 

3rdly,  That  a  sum  for  slave  compensation  money,  which  he  received  as  "  devisee  "  of 
his  fa&er,  must,  as  between  the  several  charges,  be  applied  in  reduction  of  the  first  chai^ 
of  10,000/.,  and  that  the  personal  representative  of  J.  or  his  father  must  account  for  interest 
on  that  sum  during  the  life  of  J. 

A  person  mortgages  an  estate,  and,  by  his  will,  after  directing  payment  of  his  debts,  devises 
all  his  residuary  real  estates,  (including  the  mortgaged  estate),  and  all  his  residuary  personal 
estate  to  his  eldest  son,  whom  he  appoints  his  executor.  The  son  proves  the  will,  and  dies  in- 
testate, without  having  paid  off  the  mortgage.  Both  father  and  son  leave  sufficient  personal 
assets  to  pay  off  the  mortgage  : — Decreed,  on  the  authority  of  modem  cases,  but  reluctantly, 
and  against  the  opinion  which  independenUy  of  them  the  judge  would  have  entertained,  that  as 
between  the  heir  and  administrator  of  the  son,  the  mortgaged  estate  is  the  primary  fund  for  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage. 
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the  decease  of  the  survivor  in  trust  as  to  one  moiety  of  the  J     1842. 
said  capital  sum,  and  the  interest  and  annual  produce  to  r,  ^    "     " 

li    EakIi  of 

become  due  thereon,  for  the  eldest  or  only  son  of  the  mar-  Iclarkndox 
riage,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  and  the  interest  and  an-  Bakham. 
nual  produce  to  become  due  thereon,  upon  trust  to  pay, 
assign,  and  transfer  the  same  to  the  only  child,  or  betvireen 
and  amongst  all  and  every  the  children  (if  more  than  one), 
of  the  marriage,  other  than  and  except  an  eldest  or  only 
son,  in  such  shares  and  proportions  &c.  as  the  said  J.  F. 
Barham  and  Lady  Caroline,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  should 
in  manner  therein  mentioned  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
such  appointment,  upon  trust  to  assign,  transfer,  and  pay 
the  same  to  such  only  child,  or  between  and  amongst  all 
such  children,  except  an  eldest  or  only  son,  in  equal  shares 
and  proportions  (if  there  should  be  more  than  one)  share 
and  share  alike ;  the  shares  of  the  sons  to  vest  at  their  re- 
spective ages  of  twenty-one,  and  those  of  the  daughters  at 
their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  or  days  of  marriage. 
Power  was  given  to  the  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  executors  of  the  survivor,  with  the  consent  in  writ- 
ing of  the  intended  husband  and  wife,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  and  tffter  the  decease  of  the  survivor,  then  at  the 
discretion  of  the  trustees  or  trustee,  to  invest  the  20,000/. 
upon  government  or  real  securities  in  England  or  Wales, 
or  in  the  West  Indies,  and  from  time  to  time  to  vary  the 
securities. 

By  the  same  settlement  Joseph  Foster  Barham  conveyed 
to  Sackville,  Earl  of  Thanet,  and  Charles  Tufton,  their 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  a  certain  es- 
tate in  the  island  of  Jamaica  called  the  Mesopotamia  Plant- 
ation, together  with  the  slaves,  cattle,  buildings,  and  uten- 
sils thereto  belonging,  to  the  use  of  J.  F.  Barham,  his 
heirs,  executors  &c.,  until  the  solemnization  of  the  mar- 
riage; then  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  500  years; 
then  to  the  use  of  J.  F.  Barham  and  his  assigns  for  his 
life ;  then  to  the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  ninety-nine 
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1842.  years  for  seenring  a  jointure  to  Lady  Caroline ;  then  to  the 
use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  1000  years^  and  subject  to 
the  foregoing  limitations^  to  the  use  of  Joseph  Foster  J3ar-> 
hamj  his  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns. 

The  settlement  oontained  a  .declaration  that  the  term  of 
500  years  was  limited  to  the  trustees  thereof  (Thomas  Bar- 
ham  and  Thomas  Tlummer)  upon  trust,  that  in  case  the  said 
Joseph  Foster  Barham  should  at  any  time  or  times  there- 
after, by  deed  or  will  executed  as  therein  mentioned,  direct 
or  appoint  the  raising  and  payment  of  any  sum  or  sums  of 
money  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  10,000/.  to  or  for  any 
person  or  persons  whomsoeyer,  at  any  time  or  times  either 
before  or  after  his. own  decease,  and  to  be  chargeable  upon 
and  payable  out  of  the  plantations,  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
mises expressed  to  be  thereby  granted  and  released,  then 
and  in  such  case  the  said  Thomas  Barham  and  Thomas 
Plummer,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  admi- 
nistrators or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  should,  by  mortgage 
or  demise  of  the  said  plantations,  hereditaments,  and  pre- 
mises, or  of  a  competent  part  thereof,  for  all  or  any  part  of 
the  said  term  of  500  years,  or  by  and  out  of  the  rents, 
profits,  crops,  and  produce  thereof,  or  by  any  other  ways 
or  means  whatsoever,  levy,  raise,  and  pay  all  and  every  such 
sum  and  sums  of  money  not  exceeding  10,000/.  as  afore- 
said, which  the  said  Joseph  Foster  Barham  should  direct 
or  appoint  to  be  raised  in  manner  aforesaid,  together  with 
interest  for  the  same  not  exceeding  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum 
from  the  time  the  same  should  be  so  directed  or  appointed 
to  be  raised,  and  should  pay  all  and  singular  such  sum  and 
sums  of  money  and  interest  unto  such  person  or  persons, 
and  for  such  intents  and  purposes  as  the  said  Joseph  Fos- 
ter Barham  should  so  direct  and  appoint.  And  upon  fur- 
ther trust  that,  in  tCe  mean  time  and  until  the  same  sum 
or  sums  of  money  should  be  so  directed  or  appointed  to 
be  raised,  they,  the  said  trustees  or  the  survivor  of  them 
&c.,  should  permit  and  suffer  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
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same  premises  and  every  part  thereof  to  be  received,  had,        1842. 
and  taken  by  the  person  or  persons  who  should  be  entitled      £^,^1^  q, 
to  the  freehold  and  inheritance  thereof.  Clarbndok 

The  trusts  of  the  term  of  1000  years  (which  was  vested  in  Ba»ham. 
Woodcock  and  Cardale)  were  declared  to  be  to  raise  by  sale 
or  mortgage,  or  other  disposition  of  all  or  any  part  of  the 
premises  comprised^  in  the  term,  or  by  and  with  the  rents, 
profits,crops  and  produce  thereof,  but  subjectto  the  jointure 
limited  to  Lady  Caroline,  the  sum  of  20,000/.  of  lawfulmoney  \ 
of  Great  Britain,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  eldest  or  only  son  1  , 
of  the  marriage  (with  other  directions  in  the  event  of  there 
being  no  such  son) :  and  upon  further  trust,  in  case  there 
should  be  one  or  more  child  or  children  of  the  marriage 
besides  an  eldest  or  only  son,  to  raise  by  the  ways  and 
means  aforesaid  the  further  sum  of  10,000/.,  and  pay 
the  same  to  such  child  or  (in  case  there  should  be  more 
than  one)  to  such  children  in  such  shares  and  proportions, 
at  such  times,  and  subject  to  such  restrictions  and  limitar 
tions  as  the  said  J.  F.  Barham  and  Lady  Caroline,  or  the 
said  J.  F.  Barham  surviving  Lady  Caroline,  should  by 
deed  or  will  appoint;  and' in  defaiilt  of  such  appointment, 
to  pay  the  same  to  such  child  or  (as  the  case  might  be)  to 
such  children  equally,  share  and  share  alike.  And  upon 
further  trust,  in  case  there  should  be  an  eldest  or  only  son 
of  the  marriage,  to  raise  by  all  or  any  of  the  ways  and 
means  aforesaid,  10,000/.  for  the  benefit  of  such  eldest  or 
only  son. 

The  settlement  contained  a  proviso  that  the  several  and 
respective  portions  or  sums  of  money,  thereinbefore  pro- 
vided to  be  raised,  should  be  raised  in  the  order  and  prior- 
ity in  which  they  respectively  stood,  and  were  placed  in 
the  settlement. 

Soon  after  the  marriage,  Joseph  Foster  Barham  being 
desirous  of  raising  the  sum  of  10,000/.  under  the  power 
given  him  by  the  settlement,  an  arrangement  was  entered 
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1842.  into  with  the  trustees  of  Lady  Caroline's  fortune  for  ad- 
j^j^^j^  ^  vancing  to  him  10^000/.,  being  one  moiety  of  the  20^000/. 
Clarendon  which  they  held  in  trust,  and  which  they  had  power  to 
Ba&ham.  advance  on  real  security.  Accordingly,  by  an  indenture 
dated  the  5th  February,  1798,  and  made  between  J.  F. 
Barham  and  Lady  Caroline  Barham  of  the  first  part, 
Thomas  Plummer  and  Thomas  Barham  of  the  second 
part,  and  Woodcock  and  Cardale  of  the  third  part,  it  was 
witnessed  that  Joseph  F.  Barham,  in  execution  of  the 
power  given  to  him  for  that  purpose  by  the  settlement  &c., 
did  direct  and  appoint  the  immediate  raising  and  payment 
of  the  full  sum  of  10,000/.  unto  him  the  said  Joseph  Foster 
Barham  for  }iis  own  sole  use  and  benefit,  and  that  the 
same  should  be  chargeable  upon  and  payable  out  of  the 
said  plantation,  hereditaments,  and  premises ;  and  it  was 
by  the  same  indenture  further  witnessed  that,  in  pursu-. 
ance  of  the  direction  last  thereinbefore  contained,  and  in 
consideration  of  10,000/.  paid  to  the  said  Joseph  Foster 
Barham  by  the  said  Woodcock  and  Cardale,  being  one 
moiety  of  the  fortune  of  Lady  Caroline,  and  for  the  no- 
minal consideration  therein  mentioned,  they,  the  said 
Thomas  Barham  and  Thomas  Plummer,  bargained,  sold, 
assigned,  and  transferred,,  and  Joseph  Foster  Barham  rati- 
fied and  confirmed  unto  Woodcock  and  Cardale,  their  exe- 
cutors fee.,  all  the  said  Mesopotamia  Plantation,  and  all 
and  singular  the  negro  and  other  slaves,  stock  and  cattle, 
coppers  Sec.,  houses,  utensils,  and  implements  thereto  be- 
longing, and  all  other  the  premises  comprised  in  the  term 
of  500  years  as  aforesaid^  to  hold  the  same  unto  said  Wood- 
cock  and  Cardale,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  as- 
signs, firom  the  day  of  the  date  of  the  said  indenture  for 
the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  500  years,  but  subject  to  a 
proviso  for  redemption  of  the  premises  on  payment  by  the 
said  Thomas  Barham  and  Thomas  Pltimmer,  their  execu- 
tors, administrators  or  assigns,  or  the  said  Joseph  Foster 
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Barhanij  his  heirs,  executors  or  administrators,  or  the  per- 
son or  persons  who  should  for  the  time  being  be  entitled 
to  the  freehold  and  inheritance  of  the  same  estates,  plant- 
ations, hereditaments  and  premises,  expectant  upon  the 
determination  of  the  said  term  of  500  years,  unto  the  said 
Woodcock  and  Cardale,  their  executors,  administrators  or 
assigns,  of  the  sum  of  10,000/.  of  lawful  money  of  Oreat 
Britain,  with  interest  for  the  same  at  and  after  the  rate,  at 
the  time,  and  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 

In  the  years  1800  and  1803,  Joseph  Foster  Barham 
being  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate  in  Jamaica,  called  the  Island 
Estate,  subject  to  a  mortgage  of  7000/.,  it  was  arranged 
that  the  remaining  moiety  of  Lady  Caroline's  fortune,  which 
was  now  improved  to  10,773/.,  should  be  advanced  to  him 
for  payment  of  that  mortgage,  and  for  his  other  occasions. 
Accordingly,  by  several  indentures,  and  ultimately  by  an 
indenture  of  the  2nd  May,  1803,  which  was  made  by  J. 
F.  Barham  of  the  one  part,  and  Cardale,  who  had  survived 
Woodcock  his  co-trustee,  of  the  other  part,  Barham,  in 
consideration  of  the  10,773/.  which  had  been  advanced  to 
him,  for  the  purposes  before  mentioned,  in  several  sums, 
conveyed  the  Island  estate,  with  its  slaves  and  appurte- 
nances to  Cardale,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  subject  to  a  pro- 
viso for  reconveyance  to  Barham,  his  heirs,  appointees  or 
assigns,  on  payment  by  Barham,  his  heirs,  executors  or  ad- 
ministrators, or  any  or  either  of  them,  unto  Cardale,  his 
executors,  &c.  of  the  principal  sum  and  interest,  at  the  time, 
and  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 

There  were  five  children  only  of  the  marriage,  viz., 
John,  William  Joseph,  Charles  Henry,  Mary,  and  Caroline 
Gertrude. 

By  deed-poll,  dated  the  10th  January,  1831,  Joseph 
Foster  Barham  and  Lady  Caroline,  his  wife,  appointed  the 
sum  of  10,000/.,  which  was  directed  to  be  raised  for  that 
purpose  under  the  term  of  1000  years,  amongst  their  four 
younger  children.  The  appointment  was  of  unequal  shares, 


1842. 

Eakl  or 
Clarbkdon 

V, 

Bakham. 


694  CA8BS   IN   CHANCERT. 

1842.  but  by  an  arrangement  amongst  the  jonnger  children  it 
^""^^  '  was  agreed  that  the  shares  should  be  considered  equal. 
Clakbndom  Joseph  Foster  Barham  hj  his  willj  dated  the  22nd  June, 
Bakham.  1832j  after  directing  that  all  his  just  debts,  funeral  ex- 
penses, and  the  costs  and  charges  of  proving  his  will,  and 
any  codicil  or  codicils  thereto,  should  be  paid  and  dis- 
charged by  his  executors  thereinafter  named,  as  soon  as 
co^Tcniently  might  be  after  his  decease,  l^  and  out  of  his 
personal  estate  not  thereinafter  specifically  bequeathed,  and 
after  bequeathing  500/.  a-piece  to  his  younger  children, 
and  charging  an  annuity  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  on  cer- 
tain estates  in  Pembrokeshire  in  exoneration  of  the  join- 
ture charged  on  the  estates  in  Jamaica,  and  after  making 
Tarious  specific  devises  and  bequests  of  real  and  personal 
estate  not  affecting  his  estates  in  Jamaica,  devised  as  fol- 
lows :-T-'' And  as  to  all  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of 
my  estate  and  effects,  both  real  and  personal,  including  the 
freehold  and  reversion,  and  my  remaining  beneficial  estate 
and  interest  whatsoever,  of  and  in  the  estates  hereinbefore 
devised,  and  as  to  all  and  singular  my  securities  for  money, 
goods,  chattels,  estates  and  effects  whatsoever  and  where- 
sover,  not  hereinbefore  specifically  bequeathed,  whereof  or 
wherein  I,  the  said  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  or  any  person 
or  persons  in  trust  for  me  was  and  are,  or  is  or  shall,  at 
the  time  of  my  decease,  be  seised,  possessed  of,  or  entitled 
unto,  either  in  possession,  reversion,  remainder  or  expect- 
ancy, or  otherwise,  or  over  which  1  have  any  power  of 
appointment  l)y  way  of  disposition,  I  hereby  give,  devise 
and  bequeath,  direct,  limit,  and  appoint  the  same  (subject 
as  to  my  personal  estate  to  the  payment  of  all  my  just 
debts,  funeral  or  testamentary  expenses,  and  the  several 
legacies  hereinbefore  given  and  bequeathed,  and  which  are 
nbt  hereby  specifically  charged  on  any  part  of  my  real  es- 
tate) unto  and  to  the  use  of  my  son  John  Barham,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators  and  assigns,  according  to 
the  natures  and  qualities  thereof  respectively,  to  and  for 
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Ids  and  their  own  use  and  benefit  absolutely  and  for  ever,''        1842, 
And  the  testator  appointed  Lady  Caroline  Barham,  John      eTrlof 
Barham,  and  Henry,  Earl  of  Thanet,  his  executors.  Claabmdon 

The  testator  died  in  September,  1832,  and  Lady  Caro-     Barhaic 
line  in  NoTember  following,  leaving  the  several  before* 
named  children  surviving  them,  and  without  having  made 
any  appointment  of  any  part  of  the  settled  property  other- 
wise than  as  before  mentioned. 

Soon  after  the  testator's  death  his  will  was  proved  by 
the  executors,  but  Lord  Thanet  did  not  act.    John  Bar- 
ham  immediately,  upon  the  death  of  the  testator,  entered  , 
into  possession  of  the  Mesopotamia  and  Island  estates,  and  > 
took  possession  of  his  father's  personal  estate.    In  1885^  ; 
he  preferred  his  claim  for  compensation-money  in  respect 
of  the  slaves  on  both  plantations.    No  counter-claim  was 
made  before  the  commissioners,  and  he  received  in  the 
wh^le  1200/.  on  that  account:  the  adjudication  being 
made  to  him  as  devisee  and  owner  of  the  estates. 

John  Barham  regularly  paid  to  the  four  youngest  chil- 
dren interest  on  their  respective  shares  of  the  moiety  of 
20,778/.,  and  of  the  10,000/.,  provided  for  them  by  the  set- 
tlement In  1885,  he  contracted  with  his  brother  Charlea 
for  the  purchase  of  part  of  the  share  of  the  latter  in  hia 
mother's  fortune,  and  by  an  instrument  of  1886  that  con-, 
tract  was  carried  into  execution,  the  portion  assigned  being 
to  the  value  of  2000/. 

In  March,  1837,  John  Barham  was  declared  a  lunaticj. 
and  in  May,  1888,  he  died  intestate  and  without  issue. 

The  bill  was  filed  by  Katherine  Barham,  the  widow  and 
administratrix  of  John  Barham,  and,  upon  her  marriage 
with  the  Earl  of  Clarendon,  revived  against  William  Joseph 
Barham,  his  brother  and  sisters,  and  the  representatives  of 
the  trustees.  It  charged,  that  upon  the  death  of  Joseph 
Foster  Barham,  the  plantation  called  Mesopotamia  was  not 
nearly  of  sufficient  value  to  have  raised  and  paid  the  several 
before-mentioned  sums  of  10,000/.^  20,000/.,  10,000/.  and 
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1842.        10^000/.,  and  that  the  Island  plantation  was  not  more  than 
""    ^    ^      of  sufficient  value  to  hare  raised  and  paid  the  before-men- 

Earl  of 

Cla&sndon  tioned  sum  of  10^778/. ;  that  after  the  death  of  Joseph  F. 
Barbam.  Barham^  John  Barham  always  intended  that  the  chaises 
upon  the  Mesopotamia  estate  should  be  raised  and  paid 
according  to  their  respective  priorities^  and  that  the  charge 
upon  the  Island  estate  should  be  raised  and  paid  thereout ; 
that  he  acted  in  accordance  with  that  intention  by  employ- 
ng  agents  to  manage  the  estates,  paying  interest  on  the 
charges,  and  otherwise;  and  that  he  had  frequently  ex- 
pressed his  opinion,  in  conversation,  that  the  Mesopotamia 
estate  would  not  bear  all  its  chaises,  but  that  they,  includ- 
ing his  own,  must  be  paid  according  to  priority. 

The  bill  prayed  accounts  of  what  was  due  in  respect  of 
the  several  charges,  and  that  the  Mesopotamia  estate  might 
be  sold  and  the  produce  applied  in  payment  of  what  should 
11^  found  due  in  respect  of  the  several  charges,  according  to 
their  priorities ;  that  the  defendant,  William  Joseph  Bar- 
ham,  might  be  decreed  to  redeem  the  Island  estate  upon 
payment  of  the  sum  of  10,778/.  charged  upon  it,  or  that  he 
might  stand  foreclosed  and  the  estate  be  sold  Sec.;  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  him  from  proceeding  to  recover  the 
estates,  and  for  a  receiver,  manager,  ftc. 

The  case  made  by  the  answers  was,  in  substance,  this : 
^-That  upon  the  death  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  John 
Barham  took  possession  of  the  estates  and  occupied  them 
until  his  lunacy,  as  beneficial  owner,  and  not  in  any  other 
capacity;  that  having  become  entitled  in  fee  to  the  plant- 
ations, the  charges  to  which  he  was  previously  entitled 
under  the  settlement  became  merged  and  extinguished  in 
the  inheritance,  and  that  upon  his  death  the  estates  de- 
scended to  the  defendant,  J.  W.  Barham,  subject  only  to 
such  of  the  incumbrances  as  were  for  the  benefit  of  the 
younger  children  (including  the  2000/.  assigned  to  John 
Barham).  The  question  as  to  the  redemption  of  the  Island 
estate  was  submitted  by  the  defendants  to  the  judgment 
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of  the  Court.     They  denied  the  insofficiency  of  the  estates        1842. 
to  meet  the  charges.  ^IIT^ 

Eyidence  was  entered  into  on  both  sides.    The  object  of  Cla»endoh 
the  plaintiffs'  evidence  was  to  shew  the  intention  of  John      Barhaic 
Barham  to  keep  tiie  charges  on  foot. 

Mr.  Thmeg,  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  plaintiffs. — 
The  charges  which  John  Barham  had  upon  the  Mesopo- 
tamia estate  were  these:  10^000/.,  being  that  moiety  of 
the  fortune  of  Lady  Caroline  Barham,  which  was  lent  on 
the  security  of  the  Mesopotamia  estate;  20,000/.|  which 
by  the  settlement  was  directly  charged  upon  the  same  es- 
tate; 2000/.,  which  had  been  assigned  to  him  by  Charles, 
and  10,000/.,  which  was  the  last  charge  under  the  settle- 
ment. It  was  competent  to  John  Barham  to  choose  to 
have  these  <$harges  kept  on  foot  or  merged.  The  question 
is,  which  was  most  beneficial  for  him  at  his  fieither's  death. 
If  the  first  charge  merged,  it  would  be  postponed  to  all 
his  father's  incumbrances.  No  court  of  equity  would  con* 
sider  that  a  man  having  a  first  charge  would  give  up  that 
charge,  so  as  to  let  in  his  father's  creditovs:  Farbee  v« 
Moffat  (a).  The  father's  estate  had  never  been  adminis- 
tered in  this  Court.  Admitting  that  an  heir-at-law  might 
be  presumed  to  have  his  charge  merged,  the  case  is  differ- 
ent here,  because  the  estate  is  directed  to  be  sold.  So, 
with  respect  to  the  second  charge,  if  it  be  considered  to 
have  merged,  he  loses  his  priority.  Independently,  there- 
fore, of  any  act  or  conduct  on  the  part  of  John  Barham, 
the  Court  will  presume  that  it  was  his  intention  to  keep 
these  charges  on  foot.  In  treating  of  this  doctrine  of 
presumption,  it  is  immaterial  whether  you  are  dealing 
with  the  legal  estate  or  an  equitable  charge:  Astley  v. 
MtUee  (6),  Doniithorpe  v.  Porier  {c).     And  it  may  be 


(a)  18  Vet.  384.  (b)  1  Sim.  298;  aee  p.  343. 

(e)  2  Eden,  162;  Ambl.  600. 
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remarked  in  tkvont  of  Bach  presumptioni  that  in  caae  of  a 
sale  of  the  estates^  it  would  be  desirable  for  the  purchaser 
to  purchase  the  actual  subsisting  charges  of  1792,  because 
they  would  over-ride  every  other  incumbrance  of  which  the 
purchaser  might  have  had  notice;  while,  on  the  other  hand, 
a  dry  legal  estate  would  not  protect  the  purchaser  against 
anything  of  which  he  might  have  had  constructive  notice : 
Toubnin  v.  Steere  (a). 

The  acts  and  conduct  of  John  Barham,  as  fiur  as  they 
go,  are  in  accordance  with  what  is  conceived  to  be  the 
right  presumption  in  this  case.  Instead  of  paying  off  the 
younger  children's  fortunes,  he  paid  interest  on  them.  He 
also  received  the  whole  slave  compensation-money  in  re- 
spect of  the  two  estates.  As  to  the  compensation-mon^, 
as  no  counter-claim  was  presented  under  the  act  of  Parlia- 
ment, it  is  submitted  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  whole :  Hill 
V.  Beardon{b),  Lloyd  v.  Lard  JVimle$toum{c). 

Lastly,  the  plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  redeem  the  Island 
estate,  but  the  defendant  William  Joseph  Barham  takes 
it  cum  anere :  Scott  v.  Beecher  {d).  Lord  Ilchester  v.  Lord 
Carnarvon  {e). 


Mr.  fVigram,  and  Mr.  Lloyd,  for  the  defendant  William 
Joseph  Barham. — ^The  general  rule  is,  that  where  a  person 
is  seised  in  fee  of  an  estate,  and  is  also  entitled  to  a  charge 
on  it,  if  he  does  no  act  to  keep  the  charge  on  foot,  it 
merges  in  the  inheritance:  Tyler  r.  Lake {/), Brown r. 
Stead  {if),  Smith  v.  Phillips  (A).  In  order  to  keep  alive  the 
charges  in  cases  of  this  nature,  there  must  be  some  strong 
indication  of  intention  to  that  effect :  Lord  Sehey  v.  Lord 
Lake  (i).  Parry  v.  Wright  {J).    [The  Vice-ChanceUor.—VTtA 


(a)  3  Mer.  210. 
lb)  2  Rubs.  608. 
(c;  4  Sim.  296. 
(<0  5  Madd.  93. 
(e)  1  Beav.  209. 


{/)  4  Sim.  351. 

(si)  5  Sim.  636. 

(A)  lKeen,694;see3Bea?.5i3. 

(j)  1  Beay.  146. 

iJ)  lSim.&S.369;6Riut.l42. 
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7\mlmin  v.  Steere  decided  on  tliat  principle?]  That  case  1842. 
was  one  of  contract,  the  present  is  between  volunteers.  earL  of 
Sir  miliam  Granfs  observations  in  Forbes  v.  Mojut  shew,  Clarbkdw 
that  the  principles  as  to  merger  in  these  cases  arise  ont  Baaham. 
of  the  actual  or  presumed  intention  of  the  party  entitled 
to  the  charge  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  beneficial  owner- 
ship on  the  other.  ''Upon  this  subject,''  he  says,  ''a 
court  of  equity  is  not  guided  by  the  rules  of  law.  It  will 
sometimes  hold  a  charge  extinguished  where  it  would  sub- 
sist at  law,  and  sometimes  preserve  it  where  at  law  it  would 
be  merged.''  These  observations  are  applicable  to  a  charge 
secured  by  a  legal  estate,  as  well  as  a  mere  equitable  charge. 
Then,  what  is  the  evidence  of  John  Barham's  intention  to 
keep  these  charges  on  foot  against  the  heir?  It  does  not 
appear  that  bis  father  left  any  debts :  at  all  events  it  is  clear 
that  John  Barham  believed  that  all  his  father's  debts  were 
paid.  If  so,  the  argument,  that  the  charge  was  available 
for  postponing  his  father's  debts,  is  at  an  end.  Is  the 
mere  possibility  of  the  existence  of  debts  a  sufficient 
ground  for  presuming  an  intention  to  keep  the  charge  on 
foot? 

But  whatever  be  the  situation  of  these  charges,  if  the 
personal  estate  of  the  testator  Joseph  Foster  Barham  and 
the  corpus  of  the  real  estate  are  not  sufficient  to  pay  them, 
the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  rents  and  profits 
received  by  John  Barham,  applied  pro  tanio  in  reduction 
of  the  charges.  For  this  purpose  the  rents  and  profits 
must  be  considered  as  part  of  the  land  itself :  BrudeneUy. 
Boughion{a).  In  cases  where  land  has  been  equitably 
charged  by  will  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  legacies,  and 
there  is  a  deficiency  of  assets,  it  has  been  usual  to  insert 
in  decrees  in  administration  suits,  a  direction  that  the  heir 
or  devisee  shall  account  for  the  rents  and  profits  which  he 
has  received :  Seton  on  Decrees,  pp.  86, 89, 93 ;  Fenoulet  r. 

(a)  2  Atk.  272. 
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1842.        Passavant  (a).    If  that  be  the  constant  oonne^  and  if  a 

]^^^^  ^^      mortgage  is  a  debt,  and  if^  as  in  this  case^  the  pledge  is 

Cla&endon    the  only  security^  how  can  John  Barham  be  allowed  to 

Baaham.     applj  to  his  own  nse  the  surplus  of  the  rents  and  profits, 

he  having  entered  with  notice  of  the  trust,  and,  from  the 

cironmstances  of  the  case,  being  fuUj  awaie  that  the 

corpus  of  the  estate  was  insnfiSdent  to  pay  the  chaises 

upon  it? 

Then,  as  to  the  question  whether  the  Island  estate  is  the 
primary  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  i^>on  it. 
In  support  of  the  affirmatiye  of  that  proposition  Scoit  ▼. 
Beecher  has  been  cited.  It  is  remarkable,  however,  that 
no  authority  appears  to  have  been  produced  in  argument, 
or  relied  upon  in  the  judgment  in  that  case,  in  support  of 
the  particular  point  which  it  decides.  Sir  John  Leach  is 
reported  to  have  said,  that  by  the  gift  to  Elisabeth  Tyson, 
as  residuary  legatee,  the  personal  estate  of  James  Tyson 
became  her  personal  estate.  That,  however,  was  assuming 
the  very  point  in  issue  between  the  parties.  How  could  it 
be  her  personal  estate  until  she,  as  executrix,  had  paid  the 
testator's  debts,  or  done  some  act  to  change  the  previous 
liability  from  the  personal  to  the  real  estate?  [The  Vtce- 
Chancellor. — There  is  a  line  in  the  judgment,  which 
glances  at  some  evidence  which  would  render  the  ^pplica^ 
tion  of  the  general  principle  in  that  case  unneeessary*  I 
allude  to  the  words,  "  She  elected,'^  &c.] 

Mr.  Koe,  Mr.  Hall,  Mr.  Romilly,  Mr.  Jeremy,  and  Mr. 
Shadwell,  appeared  for  other  parties. 

Mr.  Thmey,  in  reply. — In  Scott  v.  Beecher  the  widow 
chose  to  take  the  personalty  which  the  testator  had  given 
her.  She  became  his  residuary  legatee,  and  also  his  debtor 
.for  so  much  of  the  personalty  as  was  required  for  payment 

(a)  1  Dick.  253. 
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4}{  his  debts.     But  it  was  the  testator's  debt^  and  not  hers,        1842. 
for  which  the  estate  was  mortgaged  j  her  personal  repre-      1,  -  ^ 
sentatiYOj  therefore,  was  clearly  not  responsible  for  that    Clarvndow 
debt,  and  the  heir  was  held  bound  to  take  the  estate      Bahbam. 
cum  onere.     [The  Vtce-Chancelhr  observed  that  the  same 
point  might  have  been,  but  did  not  appear  to  have  been 
made  in  Perkyns  r.  Bayniun  (a).     He  also  referred  to 
Gilberts  Lex  Prat.{b),  and  Lard  Belvedere  ▼.  Rocl^fbrt  (c).] 
The  passage  in  Gilbert  was  cited,  but  without  success,  be- 
fore Lord  Lyndhurst,  C.  B.,  in  Evans  v.  Smiiheon  {d),  which 
his  Lordship  decided  in  accordance  with  Scott  v.  Beecher. 
The  case  of  Lord  Belvedere  has  been  observed  upon  by 
Lord  Thurlow  in  Tweddell  v.  TweddeU  (e),  and  by  Lord 
Alvanley  in  fVooda  v.  Huntingford{f). 

Thb  Yicb-Chancbli.o&. — ^In  this  case  the  parties  have  Jit/y  25th, 
expressed  a  wish  that  the  questions  between  them  should 
he  decided  by  the  Court  at  the  present  stage  of  the  cause 
rather  than  at  a  later  period,  and  the  facts  proved,  and  those 
not  disputed,  render  this  to  a  great  extent,  if  not  alto- 
gether, practicable,  without  any  substantial  impropriety  or 
singularity.    The  first  question  is  as  to  the  capital  sums, 

(a)  2  P.  W.  664,  n.  grandfather  had  left  auett  to  ths 

(6)  «  If  the  grandfather  mort-  value  of  the  debt,  and  the  father 

gages  hia  lands,  and  covenants  to  had  converted  them  to  hie  own  uee^ 

pay  the  mortgage  money,  and  the  then  eo  much  of  the  father*e  per" 

land  descends  to   the  father,  and  eonal  estate  had  been  liable  to  the 

the  father  dies,  leaving  a  personal  payment  of  the  grandfather's  debts; 

estate  of  his  own,  it  shall  not  go  and  the  grandson  could,  m  such 

in  exoneration  of  the  mortgage  of  aue,  have  come  vpon  the  father's 

those  lands  descended  to  the  grand-  executors^  to  exonerate  the  mortn 

son,  hecause  the  personal  estate  of  gage  out  of  the  father's  personal 

the  father  was  not  liahle  to  the  estate"    And  see  Treat,  Eq,  Vol, 

grandfather's  deht,  and  there  is  no  2,  p.  289. 

equity  that  anypart  of  the  personal         (c)  5  Bro.  P.  C.  299  (ed.Toml.). 
fortune  of  one  diould  be  applied  in  {d)  Not  reported, 

exoneration  of  such  debt.     Whence  (e)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  101. 

U  seems  that  if  (he  father  had  been  If)  3  Ves.  130. 

executor  to  the  grandfather,  and  the 
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which  hj  the  settlement  of  1792^  executed  on  the  maniage 
of  Mt.  Joseph  Foster  Barham  and  Lady  Caroline  Tufton, 
were  charged  upon  an  estate  in  Jamaica.,  called  the  Meso- 
potamia estate^  in  favour  of  the  eldest  son,  and  the  other 
children  of  the  marriage  respectively  in  unequal  propor- 
tions. It  is  contended,  on  the  part  of  some  of  the  defend- 
ants, that  so  much  of  these  sums  as  the  eldest  son,  Mr. 
John  Barham,  became  entitled  to,  has  been  wholly  or 
partially  extinguished  in  the  inheritance  of  the  estate 
charged,  he  having  acquired  that  inheritance  by  descent 
or  devise  from  his  father.  The  title  is  so  circumstanced, 
that  this  is  a  question  of  intention;  not  of  merger,  inde- 
pendent of  intention.  So  far  as  the  acts  and  conduct  of 
Mr.  John  Barham  a^  in  proof,  I  think  that  they  do  not 
afford  any  evidence  whatever  of  any  intention  of  extin* 
guishment  on  his  part,  but  that  they  rather  tend  the  con* 
trary  way.  Assuming,  however,  the  evidence  of  acts  and 
conduct  on  his  part  to  be  none  or  neutral,  it  must  be  con- 
sidered which  view  was  the  more  favourable  to  his  interest 
— ^what  intention  a  prudent  adviser  would  have  recom- 
mended him  to  declare,  if  any.  As  to  this,  there  can,  I 
conceive,  be  no  doubt.  His  title  to  the  Mesopotamia 
estate  was  under  the  will,  and  subject  to  the  debts  of  his 
father,  to  which  the  charges  created  by  the  settlement  in 
favour  of  the  children  were  paramounjt ;  and  though  pro* 
bably  the  amount  of  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham's  assets 
rendered  this  liability  of  little  or  no  importance  or  ma* 
teriality,  yet,  considering  the  impossibility  of  certain  know- 
ledge by  one  man  of  the  extent  of  debt  or  liability  which 
another  may  have  contracted,  whether  by  suretyship,  by 
covenants  in  leases,  breaches  of  trust,  or  otherwise,  and 
considering  that  the  lunacy  of  Mr.  John  Barham,  which 
continued  to  his  death,  had  its  commencement  within  less 
than  six  years  from  the  decease  of  Mr.  Joseph  Foster 
Barham,  such  a  condition  of  the  title  upon  a  question  of 
presumed  intention  is  not  to  be  overlooked,     A  more 
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striking  subject  of  observation  in  this  view  is  probably,        1842. 
however,  the  nature  of  the  different  charges  by  which  the      ea»l  of 
Mesopotamia  estate  was  affected,  of  their  priorities,  and    Clabbndon 
of  the  rights  in  them.    Under  these  considerations,  having      Barham. 
regard  to  the  great  uncertainty  of  the  Mesopotamia  estate 
being  saleable  for  so  much  as  the  amount  of  the  capital 
sums  charged  upon  it,  and  to  the  interest  that  Mr.  John 
Barham  had  in  preserving  a  voice  and  comtnon  right  with 
respect  to  the  mode  and  time  of  enforcing  payment  of 
that  which  his  property  had  to  pay,  it  is  impossible  to  say 
that  he  at  any  time  stood  indifferent  upon  the  question  of 
extinguishment,  or  that,  up  to  the  moment  of  his  lunacy, 
it  was  not  manifestly  for  his  interest  to  prevent  and  deny 
the  application  of  any  such  doctrine  or  notion.    As  to  this 
part  of  the  case,  whether  upon  principle  or  upon  authority, 
whether  relying  upon  Farht»  v.  Moffat,  or  dealing  with  the 
matter  as  if  Forbes  v.  Moffat  had  not  existed,  I  have  no 
doubt  whatever. 

It  has,  however,  been  argued,  that  Mr.  John  Barham's 
receipts,  in  his  lifetime,  were  such  as  to  have  the  effect  of 
satisfying  wholly,  or  to  some  extent,  his  portions  of  the 
charges  to  which  I  have  been  referring.  No  such  effect 
can  be  ascribed  to  his  possession  of  his  father's  assets, 
other  than  the  property  which  the  settlement  charged  with 
these  sums,  certainly;  for  the  property  so  charged  was 
the  only  fund  applicable  to  their  payment.  As  to  his 
enjoyment  of  the  property  charged,  that  was  in  the  cha« 
racter  of  owner,  not  in  the  character  of  incumbrancer  or 
trustee.  He  might,  probably,  have  been  required  by  any 
of  the  incumbrancers  to  take  possession  as  an  incum- 
brancer, or  to  devote  the  rents  and  produce  of  the  pro- 
perty, or  allow  them  to  be  devoted,  to  the  direct  discharge 
of  the  incumbrances;  but  such  a  requisition  was  never 
made,  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  that  he  either  in-> 
tended,  or  was  placed  in  a  position  in  which  by  contract 
or  duty  he  was  bound,  to  apply  any  portion  of  what  he 
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received  fr6m  the  property  for  crops  or  animal  profitSi 
towards  the  liquidatiou  of  his  own^  or  any  other  incmn- 
brance  upon  it.  Mr.  Lhyd  has  said,  that  in  suits  for  the 
administration  of  the  assets,  real  and  personal,  ci  deceased 
persons,  where  by  law,  or  by  their  wills,  the  real  estate  is 
subject  to  debts,  or  to  debts  and  legacies,  it  is  the  rule 
and  constant  practice  of  the  Court,  in  the  event  of  a  defi- 
eiency  of  the  personal  estate  and  the  anpui  of  the  real 
estate,  to  charge  the  heir  or  devisee  of  it  subject  to  the 
debts  or  debts  and  legacies,  who,  in  that  character,  has  been 
receiving  the  rents  since  the  death  of  the  testator  or  intes- 
tate, with  those  rents  respectively,  for  the  purpose  of  supply- 
ing the  deficiency;  and  that  on  the  ground  of  the  trusts 
of  the  terms,  of  which  John  Barham  had  notice,  or  other- 
wise, a  similar  course  ought  to  be  pursued  here.  In  the 
cases  to  which  Mr.  Uotfd  refers,  the  rule  and  practice  may 
or  may  not  be  as  extensive  and  universal  as  he  considers 
them.  But  however  that  may  be,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say,  that  the  same  course  is  proper  here,  that  the  mode  of 
dealing  with  aaets,  whether  for  payment  of  debts,  or  of 
debts  and  legacies,  is  applicable  to  a  case  such  as  this,  or 
that  the  position  of  Mr.  John  Barham  was  not  substan- 
tially that  merely  of  a  mortgagor  in  possession  as  owner, 
keeping  down  the  interest  of  a  mortgage,  which  he  was 
not  under  a  personal  liability  in  respect  either  of  interest 
or  princq>al  to  pay.  Upon  the  cases  of  E^jparte  WiUon  (a), 
^Bertie  y.  Lord  Abingdon  (b),  Gresley  v.  Adderley  (c),  Thomas 
v.  Brigsiocke  (^,  and  other  authorities  of  that  dass,  as  well 
as  upon  principle,  it  seems  to  me  that  I  ought  not,  in 
favour  of  the  incumbrancers  on  the  Mesopotamia  estate, 
to  direct  an  account  of  the  crops  or  annual  profits  of  it 
received  by  John  Barham.  The  counsel  for  the  heir-at- 
law  have  not,  nor  have   the   counsel  for  the  younger 


(a)  2  Yes.  &  B.  252. 
(6)  3  Mer.  660. 


(c)  1  Swanst.  573. 
{d)  4  R088.  64. 
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children/ oontended  that  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham's  re-  1842. 
ceipts  firom  the  Mesopotamia  estate  are,  in  the  event  of 
a  deficiency,  or  otherwise,  to  be  charged  against  his 
10,000/.,  or  otherwise  against  him,  or  accounted  for  by 
his  assets.  What  I  hare  said,  I  have  not  intended  to 
apply  to  interest  on  the  sums  in  question,  in  respect  of 
any  time  previous  to  John  Barham's  death.  The  interest 
on  all  the  charges  created  by  the  marriage  settlement,  as 
well  as  on  the  mortgages  has,  without  prqudice  to  any 
other  question,  been  agreed  on  all  hands  to  be  considered 
as  claimable  only  from  the  decease  of  Joseph  Foster  Bar- 
ham,  and  as  having  been,  and  so  far,  if  at  all,  as  now 
unsatisfied,  being  chargeable  from  that  time  to  the  decease 
of  John  Barham  primarily  on  the  personal  estate  of  John 
Barham.  Nor,  in  what  I  have  said,  have  I  intended  to 
refer  to  the  10,000/.,  which  belonged  to  Mr.  Joseph  Foster 
Barham,  and  was  the  first  charge  created  by  the  settle- 
ment on  the  Mesopotamia  estate.  I  apprehend,  how- 
ever, that  with  an  exception  to  be  presently  mentioned, 
the  grounds  and  reasons  upon  which  in  my  judgment  the 
capital  of  so  much  of  the  charges  as  Mr.  John  Barham 
was  in  his  own  right  entitled  to,  must  with  interest  from 
his  death  be  considered,  as  I  have  said,  to  be  wholly  un- 
satiified  and  unextinguished,  apply  at  least  as  strongly  and 
with  the  same  effect  to  this  sum  of  10,000/.,  to  say  nothing 
of  the  mortgage  to  which  it  was  subject,  or  of  the  duties 
belonging  to  his  office  of  executor.  The  whole  of  the 
10,000/L,  therefore,  charged  in  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Bar- 
ham's  &vour  by  the  settlement,  must  be  considered,  I 
conceive,  as  having  remained  a  subsisting  charge  at  Mr. 
John  Barham's  death,  subject  to  an  exception  ahready 
alluded  to,  which  is  this :  If  the  compensation-money  in 
respect  of  the  Mesopotamia  slaves,  subjected  with  the 
estate  to  the  charges  created  by  the  settlement,  had  been 
received  by  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  it  would,  I  think, 
as  between  his  10,000/.  and  the  other  of  those  charges. 


706 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY. 


1842.        have  been  incumbent  on  him  to  apply  it  in  redaction  of 
"^^^^^      the  capital  of  his  10,000/.     It  represented  part  of  the 
Clammdok    corpus  of  the  property  charged*     Beceived,  as  it  was^  by 
Bakham.     Mr.  John  Barham  in  the  character  of  his  father's  devisee^ 
it  became  not  less,  I  conceive,  subject  to  that  obligation 
in  the  hands  of  Mr.  John  Barham,  whom  the  same  will 
constituted  residuary  legatee  and  executor,  as  well  as 
devisee;  and,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  personal  estate  of 
Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  or  of  Mr.  John  Barham,  must 
indemnify  those  who,  under  the  settlement,  are  interested 
in  the  charges  created  by  it,  subsequently  to  the  first 
.    ^  10,000/.,  from  the  interest  of  this  sum  up  to  the  death 

of  Mr.  John  Barham,  (this  having  been  agreed  between 
the  parties  without  prejudice),  and  as  at  the  time  of  John 
Barham's  death  from  a  portion  of  the  capital  of  it  equal 
to  the  compensation-money  that  I  have  mentioned.  I 
should  here  state,  that  the  cause  has  been  aigued  and 
treated  before  me  on.  the  assumption,  that  the  personal 
estate  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham  received  by  John  Barham, 
was  much  more  than  sufficient  for  the  pajrment  of  Joseph 
Foster  Barham's  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and 
all  his  mortgage  and  other  debts  and  legacies ;  and  that 
John  Barham  died  amply  solvent  as  to  his  personal  estate: 
all  parties  have  so  represented  the  matter  to  be. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  fortune  of  Lady  Caroline 
Barham;  the  rights  in  which  must,  I  think,  be  treated 
without  any  regard  to  the  circamstance  that  part  of  it 
happens  to  be  secured  by  a  mortgage  of  the  first  lOflOOL, 
and  the  other  part  by  a  mortgage  on  an  estate  of  Mr.  Jo- 
seph Foster  Barham's,  called  the  Island  estate.  The 
whole  of  her  fortune  was  settled,  and  was  borrowed  from 
the  trustees  or  trustee  of  it  by  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham, 
who  became  liable  as  a  debtor  to  make  good  the  whole  of 
it.  The  trustees  acquired  in  respect  of  it  the  general  rights 
of  creditors  of  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  besides  a  lien 
on  those  portions  of  his  property  on  which  security  for  it 
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was  taken  from  him.  The  debt  was  due  to  the  trasteesj  1842. 
and  in  them  the  securities  were  vested.  There  was  no  di- 
rect debt  from  him  or  his  assets  to  the  children,  or  any  of 
them  in  this  respect.  For  reasons  and  on  grounds  suffi- 
ciently appearing  from  what  I  have  said,  I  conceive  that 
the  whole  capital  of  this  fortune  of  Lady  Caroline  Barham 
remained  a  subsisting  debt  from  the  assets  of  Mr.  Joseph 
Foster  Barham,  at  the  death  of  Mr.  John  Barham,  with 
regard  to  his  own  shares  equally,  and  those  of  his  brothers 
and  sisters.  It  is  true  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the 
Island  estate  upon  which  a  part  of  this  fortune  was  se-> 
cured  by  a  mortgage,  as  the  residue  was  secured  by  a  mort-> 
gage  of  the  10,000/.  But  the  character,  intention,  and 
circumstances  of  his  possession,  both  of  the  Island  estate 
and  of  the  Mesopotamia  estate  were  the  same;  and  he 
neither  was  boimd  by  contract  or  duty,  nor  intended,  as  I 
conceive,  to  apply  any  part  of  the  crops  or  annual  profits 
that  he  received  towards  liquidation  of  any  part  of  the  ca* 
pital  of  the  sums  charged  on  either  estate.  With  regard 
to  the  Island  compensation-money,  it  was  claimed  and  re- 
ceived by  him  as  his  father*s  devisee;  and  I  think  that  he 
must  be  taken  to  have  received  it  generally  as  part  of  his 
father's  general  assets,  and  that  othervrise  it  was  not  in- 
tended or  liable  to  be  applied  or  ascribed  by  him,  and  did 
not  become  ascribed  to  any  particular  purpose  or  object. 
The  plaintiffs  have  conceded  that  the  deficiency,  if  any,  of 
the  Island  mortgage  security  as  it  now  stands,  to  make 
good  the  mortgage  debt  upon  it,  must  be  supplied  by  the 
personal  estate  of  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham  or  of  Mr. 
John  Barham.  I  have  not  alluded  to  the  purchase  by 
Mr.  John  Barham  of  a  part  of  the  share  of  one  of  his  bro- 
thers in  a  portion  of  the  settlement  funds.  That  share 
must  be  subject  from  the  time  of  the  purchase  to  the  same 
considerations  as  Mr.  John  Barham's  original  share  in  the 
same  funds.  It  has  been  suggested  that  part  of  the  pro- 
perty subjected  by  the  settlement  to  the  charges  created 
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1842.        1>7  it  on  the  Mesopotamia  estate  was  of  the  nature  of  peiv 
^ — "^"^      sonalty,  so  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  apportion  those 

Earl  of 

CLiwABNDoir    charges  between  the  different  parts  of  the  property  liable. 
Babbam.      If  ^>  ^^^  ToxuiX  be  provided  for. 

I  have,  I  tlunk,  only  fiurther  to  consider  whether  the 
Island  estate  as  it  now  stands  is  the  prior  or  the  secondary 
fund  for  the  payment  of  the  Island  mortgage  debt.  To 
the  discharge  of  an  ordinaiy  debt  due  from  Mr.  Joseph 
Foster  Barham,  his  personal  estate  ought,  I  apprehend,  in 
the  ordinary  course  to  be  first  applied.  It  has  been  con- 
tended, however,  by  the  plaintiffs,  that  with  regard  to  the 
sum  secured  on  the  Island  estate  this  cannot  be,  and  that 
to  the  payment  of  that  sum  the  Island  estate  must  pri« 
marily  be  applied.  The  first  reason  assigned  for  this  is, 
that  there  is  evidence  in  the  cause  shewing  (as  the  plain- 
tiffs insist)  that,  in  point  of  fact,  Mr.  John  Barham  in- 
tended that  as  between  the  personalty  and  the  mortgaged 
realty  liable  to  this  debt,  the  latter  should  be  the  prior 
fund  to  be  applied.  I  am  unable  however  to  discover  any 
such  evidence.  It  is  true,  that  in  my  opinion  there  was  an 
absence  of  intention  on  his  part  that  any  part  of  the  capi- 
tal of  his  mother's  fortune  should  be  considered  as  either 
satisfied  or  extinguished.  But  this  does  not  appear  to  me 
to  amount  to  any  thing  for  the  present  purpose.  He  could 
not  as  to  the  other  persons  interested  in  Lady  Caroline's 
fortune,  without  their  consent  (a  consent  neither  asked  nor 
obtained,  nor  probably  thought  of),  relieve  any  portion  of 
his  fiither's  assets  from  the  liability  under  which  the  whole 
of  those  assets  was  to  make  good  that  fortune,  and  I  do 
not  see  any  ground  whatever  for  saying  that  he  ever  in 
fiust  indicated  any  wish  or  design  that  any  one  part  should 
wholly  or  partially  indemnify  any  other  part  of  the  assets 
in  respect  of  it.  The  other  assigned  reason  is,  that,  inde- 
pendently of  any  proof  of  actual  intention,  the  united  cha- 
racters of  acting  executor  and  sole  residuary  legatee,  as 
well  as  heir  and  devisee  of  his  father,  having  rendered  Mr. 
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Jobn  Barham  solely  and  equally  interested  in  tbe  whole         1842. 

of  the  funds  from  which  the  fortune  was  due,  it  is  a  neces-      1  .7  ^_ 

'  Earl  of 

sary  consequence  that  the  portion  of  those  funds  spedfi-  ChAnrnvDon 
cally  pledged,  though  not  exclusively  liable  for  its  pay-  Ba&hait. 
xnent,  must  bear  the  burthen  of  the  pledge  without  indem- 
nity or  contribution.  Tlie  necessity  of  such  a  consequence 
is  not  obvious  to  my  apprehension.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  a  pledge  or  security  for  a  debt,  though  having  its  full 
operation  in  favour  of  the  creditor,  does  not  take  away  the 
character  of  debt,  and  neither  excludes  him  from  any 
other  remedy,  nor  changes  or  affects  the  mode  in  which  as 
between  those  who  take  the  debtor's  property,  subject  to 
his  debts,  that  property  is  to  be  applied.  Generally,  with 
regard  to  such  a  question,  the  case  is  dealt  with  as  if  the 
pledge  or  security  did  not  exist.  I  do  not  forget  the  dis- 
tinctions or  exceptions  established  or  recognised  inLuikins 
V.  Leiffh  (a),  HalUwell  v.  Tanner  (6),  Wythe  v.  Henniker  (c), 
and  the  authorities  to  which  reference  is  there  made,  dis- 
tinctions or  exceptions  proving  the  rule,  but  otherwise 
seeming  to  me  to  have  no  place  in  the  present  case. 

If  the  mere  fact  of  the  union  of  interests  were  material,  it 
would  have  had  its  operation  and  efflect,  though  Mr.  John 
Barham  had  died  within  an  hour  of  his  father's  death 
ignorant  of  it.  In  that  case  there  might  have  arisen,  and 
as  matters  are,  there  may  arise,  an  absolute  necessity  for 
deciding  which  is  the  first  fund  for  paying  an  unsecured 
specialty  debt  due  fit>m  Mr.  Joseph  Foster  Barham.  Sup- 
pose such  a  creditor  in  existence:  it  would  be  contrary  to 
all  principle  to  hold  that  his  caprice  or  election  should 
decide  between  real  estate  now  belonging  to  one  person, 
and  personal  estate  now  belonging  to  another,  which  of 
the  two  is  finally  to  bear  the  burden.  The  Court  must 
decide  in  such  a  case.    And  on  what  ground  could  it  be 

(a)  Ca.  temp.  Talb.  53.  (h)  1  Russ.  &  M.  633. 

(c)  2  Myl.  &  K.  635. 


710  CASES   IN    CHANCB&T. 

1842.  heldj  that  the  personal  estate  ought  not^  as  between  that 
Earl  of  *^^  *^^  ^^  estate,  to  be  first  applied  ?  What  could  have 
Clabxnoon  taken  place  in  the  event  that  I  have  supposed — ^what  has, 
Barhasi.  in  fact,  taken  place,  to  change  the  ordinary  course  as  to 
such  an  unsecured  debt?  In  my  opinion  nothing.  If  so, 
in  the  absence  of  proof  of  actual  intention,  why  should  the 
mortgage  or  pledge  make  any  difference  ?  Yet,  if  the 
plaintiffs'  contention  is  right,  they  would  in  the  event  of 
the  mortgagees  recovering,  as  it  is  admitted  that  they  are 
entitled  to  recover,  their  debt  against  the  general  personal 
estate  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  be  entitled  to  stand  in 
the  mortgagee's  place  against,  or  be  indemnified  by  the 
Island  estate.  The  foundation  of  such  a  state  of  things 
in  principle  I  am  unable  to  see.  Agreeing  entirely  with 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Boffot  v.  Oughion{a),  and JBoe/yn  v. 
Evelyn  (6),  which  has  been  recognised  in  many  other  cases, 
(particularly  one  in  this  family,  Barham  v.  Lord  T%anet  (c) ), 
I  do  not  see  any  clear  and  irresiBtible  reason  for  not  hold- 
ing that  an  executor,  who  being  also  sole  residuary  lega- 
tee,  has  received  more  personal  estate  than  enough  to  pay 
all  the  funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  debts  and 
liabilities  of  every  description,  as  well  as  legacies,  becomes 
himself  substantially  debtor  to  the  creditors  of  the  testa- 
tor. And  whether  such  an  executor  is  sole  executor  or  sur- 
vived by  a  co-executor,  I  apprehend  that  the  doctrine  of 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert,  Lex  Prat.  815,  equaUy  applies 
in  principle.  The  case  also  of  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Roc^fbrt  (d), 
in  the  House  of  Lords,  (though  I  am  aware  of  what  Lord 
TTutrlow  has  in  Tweddeli  v.  Tweddell  (e),  and  Lord  ^/f^mfay 
in  Woods  v.  Huniingford  (/),  said  of  that  case),  may  be 
thought  to  have  at  least  a  considerable  bearing  the  same 
way,  and  consequently  against  the  plaintiffs.  Lord  Thur^ 
low,  who,  as  leading  counsel,  signed  the  case  for  the  suc- 

(«)  1  P.  W.  347.  (d)  5  Bro.  P.  C.  299. 

(6)  2  P.  W.  659.  (e)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  101. 

(c)  3  M.  &  K.  607.  (  /)  3  Ve^  180. 
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cessfol  party^  the  respondent  in  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Rochfort, 
appears  to  have  considered  that  the  House  of  Lords  held^ 
but  ought  not  to  have  held^  that  the  mortgage  debt  in 
question  there  had  been  made  the  debt  of  Robert  Boch- 
fort^  the  grandfather^  as  between  his  real  and  his  personal 
estate;  and  he  is  reported  as  having  said,  '^  In  that  case 
Oeorge  had  a  fee-simple  in  the  estate,  he  was  capable 
of  giving  it  after  the  charges  were  extinguished/'  But  I 
am  not  at  all  persuaded  that  he  dissented  from  the  doc- 
trine to  be  found  in  Gilbert,  and  upon  which  doctrine,  the 
printed  cases  in  Lord  Belvedere  v.  Roc^fortj  and  the  state- 
ments of  Lord  Tkurlow  and  Lord  Ahanley,  in  TioeddeU  v. 
Tweddell  and  Wood»  v.  Htmiingford,  shew,  if  not  the  cer- 
tainty, at  least  a  very  high  degree  of  probability,  that  in 
Lord  Belvederes  case,  both  Lord  Lifford  and  the  House  of 
Lords  meant  to  act  and  did  act  independently  of  Lord 
Jocelyvfe  decree,  and  not  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of 
what  Lord  Jocelyn  had  done.  Nor  can  I  see  that  Perkyna 
V.  Bayntun  (a),  as  to  which  I  have  examined  the  Registrar's 
book,  is  at  variance  with  this  doctrine.  In  Perkyna  v. 
Bayntun  no  account  was  sought  of  the  personal  estate  of  Sir 
William  Osbaldistone,  who  had  died  a  quarter  of  a  century 
before  the  suit.  What  was  its  amount,  whether  it  was 
considerable  or  inconsiderable,  whether  as  to  his  personal 
estate  in  fact  he  died  solvent  or  insolvent,  was  not  stated, 
and  does  not  appear.  The  point  in  Gilbert  seems  not  to 
have  been  raised  or  touched  in  that  case.  Upon  the  whole, 
thinking  the  opinion  of  Lord  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  well 
founded  in  principle  and  corroborated,  if  touched,  by  Lord 
Belvedere^s  case,  I  should,  had  the  cases  of  Scott  v. 
Beecher(Jb),  Evans  v.  8mithson{c)  and  Lord  Ilchester  v. 
Lard  Carnarvon  {d)  not  existed,  have  held  and  decided  that 
the  personal  estate  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  and  there- 


(a)  2  P.  W.  664,  n. 

(b)  5  Madd.  96. 
VOL.   I. 


(0 
id) 


Not  reported. 
1  Beav.  209. 
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1842.  fore  in  substance  the  personal  estate  of  John  Barbam^  is 
the  first  fund  for  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  on  the 
Island  estate.  Consistently,  howe^erj  with  the  opinions 
which  appear  to  have  been  expressed  judicially  by  Sir 
John  Leach,  Lord  Lyndkurst,  and  Lord  Langdale  in  these 
three  cases,  I  apprehend  that  I  cannot  so  decide.  Feeling 
the  respect  due  from  me  to  these  authorities,  independ- 
ently of  Lord  Lyndhwrsfs  present  position,  deferring  to 
them,  and  not  upon  this  point  acting  in  accordance  with 
my  own  opinion,  I  direct  the  insertion  in  the  decree  of  a 
declaration,  that  the  Island  estate  is  the  first  fund  for  the 
payment  of  the  Island  mortgage.  The  property  which  I 
have  called  the  Island  estate,  subjected  to  this  mortgage 
for  10,778/.  6f .  2cl.,  may  possibly  not  be  wholly  real  estate. 
It  may  include  some  personalty — a  remark  which  I  do  not 
mean  as  extending  to  the  Island  compensation-money, 
which,  as  I  have  said,  I  cannot  hold  to  have  been  or  to  be 
ascribed,  or  applied,  or  applicable,  otherwise  than  merely 
as  part  of  the  general  mass  of  the  general  assets  of  Joseph 
Foster  Barham,  or  general  personal  estate  of  John  Bar- 
ham,  this  being,  as  it'  seems  to  me,  a  consequence  of  the 
manner  in  which  and  expressed  title  under  which  he  re- 
ceived it,  and  of  his  conduct  in  all  respects.  His  fiither 
had.nothing  more  than  a  life  interest  in  the  benefit  of  the 
Island  mortgage.  Before  concluding  I  may  observe,  that 
the  reference  which  I  have  made  to  EvasM  v.  Smithaon  has 
been  occasioned  by  my  entire  reliance  upon  the  authen- 
ticity of  the  information  from  which  Mr.  Tbmey^s  state- 
ment of  that  case  was  made,  and  my  supposition  that 
Lord  LynMursfs  view  of  the  law,  as  to  a  vendor's  lien, 
agreed  with  that  of  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Trimmer  v.  Bayne  (a), 
and  of  Sir  L.  Shadwell  in  Sproule  v.  Prior  {b).  It  seems 
that  the  passage  in  Gilbert  was  brought  under  his  Lord- 

(a)  9  Yes.  209.  (6)  S  Sim.  189. 
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ship's  notice,  but  not  Lord  Belvederes  case,  and  that  nei-  1842. 

ther  was  cited  before  Sir  /.  Lench  or  the  present  Master  ^^^    ' 

of  the  Rolls.  Clarbndon 

The  minutes,  so  far  as  they  can  be  conveniently  at  pre-  Barham. 
sent  dictated,  ought,  I  suppose,  consistently  with  what  I 
have  stated,  to  be  thus : — 

Dbclarb,  that  the  truBts  of  the  marriage  aetdement  of  Joseph  Foster 
Barham  and  Lady  Caroline  his  wife  ought  to  he  carried  intd  execution  : 
Declare,  that  the  slave  compensation-money  received  hy  John  Barham 
under  the  order  of  the  West  India  compensation  commissioners,  in  respect 
of  slaves  comprised  in  or  suhject  to  the  terms  of  500  years  and  1000 
years  created  by  the  marriage  settlement,  ought  to  have  been  by  the  said 
John  Barham  paid  to  the  mortgagees  to  whom  the  sum  of  £10,000, 
which  was  the  first  charge  created  by  the  marriage  settlement,  was  ap- 
pointed or  assigned  by  way  of  mortgage,  in  discharge  pro  tanto  of  the 
capital  of  such  sum  of  £10,000,  and  in  exoneration  so  far  of  the  said 
terms :  Bedare,  that  the  assets  of  John  Barham  became  upon  his  decease, 
and  are  now  liable  to  effectuate  and  make  good  such  discharge  and  ex- 
oneration as  to  so  much  of  the  said  £10,000  from  the  time  when  he  re- 
ceived the  said  compensation-money.  Let  the  master  ascertain  the 
amount  of  the  compensation-money  received  by  the  said  John  Barham 
in  respect  of  the  slaves  comprised  in  or  subject  to  the  said  terms :  And 
the  plaintiffs  and  all  other  parties  being  willing,  and  the  plaintiff  Lord  Cla- 
rendon and  all  other  parties  auijurishy  their  counsel  consenting,  without 
prejudice  to  any  other  question  :  Declare,  that  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  John  Barham  ought  to  be  considered  and  treated  as  primarily  liable 
to  pay  and  discharge  all  interest  up  to  his  death,  upon  or  in  respect  of  the 
several  capital  sums  which  were  made  nusable  by  the  trusts  of  the  said 
terms,  and  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  several  mortgages  and  mortgage 
chaiges  created  by  John  Foster  Barham  as  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
so  far  as  any  such  interest,  up  to  the  said  John  Barham's  death,  was  not 
satisfied  before  his  death,  or  has  not  since  his  death  been  satisfied  out  of 
his  personal  estate.  Declare,  that  the  union  of  rights  and  interests  in  the 
real  and  personal  estates  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham,  which  took  place 
aiterhis  death,  in  the  said  John  Barham,  as  in  the  pleadings  mentioned, 
had  not,  under  the  circumstances,  the  effect  of  merging  or  extinguishing, 
and  that  the  said  John  Barham  was  not  bound,  and  did  not  intend,  to 
merge  or  extinguish,  or  allow  to  be  merged  or  extinguished,  the  several 
capital  sums  made  raisable  by  the  said  marriage  settlement,  and  the  ca- 
pital sums  secured  by  the  said  mortgages  respectively,  or  any  or  either  of 
them,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  subject  as  aforesaid,  all  the  several 
capital  sums  continued  to  be  and  were  raisable  and  subsiBting  charges  at 
his  death,  and  that,  subject  as  aforesaid,  his  personal  estate  was  at  his 

A  A  A    2 
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Earl  op 
Clarbndon 

V, 

Barbam. 


decease,  and  now  is,  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  his  portions  of  the  said 
several  ci^ital  sums  and  charges  :  Declare  the  Island  estate,  exclusive  of 
the  Island  compensation-money,  to  be  the  primary  fund,  and  the  general 
personal  estate  of  Joseph  Foster  Barham  and  John  Barham,  the  secondary 
fund  for  discharging  the  mortgage  upon  the  Island  estate,  except  as  to 
interest,  previous  to  John  Barham's  decease,  but  without  prqudice  to  any 
question  of  apportionment  between  real  estate  and  personal  estate,  if  any^ 
other  than  the  Island  compensation-money,  which  at  the  decease  of  John 
Barham  was  comprised  in  the  Island  mortgage.  And  refer  it  to  the  Mas- 
ter to  inquire  what  is  real  and  what  is  personal  estate  in  r^;ard  to  the 
Mesopotamia  and  Island  estates  respectively,  &c. 


June  SOCft. 

Form  of  inquiry 
in  a  bill  of  rare- 
doiure,  where 
the  defendant 
aaggests  by  his 
answer  that  the 

C*  '  itiffhas 
Inpos* 


paid 
inter 


DoBSON  V.  Lbe. 

X  HIS  was  a  common  foreclosure  suit.  The  defendant, 
bj  his  answer,  stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  entered  into 
possession  and  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  mort- 
gaged estate,  and  had,  as  he  believed,  received  more  than 
sufficient  to  pay  the  interest  of  the  mortgage. 

The  Vicb-Chancellob  said  that  the  question,  whether 
the  mortgagee  had  been  in  posse9sion  or  not,  was  incidental 
to  the  account ;  and  that  though  it  was  entirely  in  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Court  to  grant  an  enquiry  as  to  that  fact,  it 
was  usual  to  do  so  upon  the  suggestion  contained  in  the 
answer. 


Takb  the  usual  decree  for  an  account  and  foreclosure  as  against  amort* 
gagee  not  in  possession ;  and  let  the  Master  enquire  whether  the  plaintiff 
is  or  has  been  in  possession  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  or  any 
part  of  it,  as  mortgagee  in  possession ;  and  if  the  Master  shall  find  in 
the  afiirmative,  let  him  take  an  account  as  against  a  mortgagee  in  po*- 
session,  including  wilfbl  default. 
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1842. 

Whitmabsh  v.  Robertson.  /h/^  51^. 

Un  the  marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Einlayson,  in  1820,  a  Tnutees  who  ^ 

sum  of  £1757  Consols,  the  property  of  the  wife,  was  as-  tni^'j^ftfnd' 

signed  to  tmstees  upon  trust,  during  the  joint  liyes  of  the  ^^*"**^ 

husband  and  wife,  to  pay  the  dividends  to  the  wife  for  her  of  an  aUeged 

separate  use,  and  after  the  death  of  either  to  pay  the  divi-  aangnment, 

dends  to  thesurvivor  during  his  or  her  life,  for  his  or  her  SSSi'to  thdr 

own  benefit :  and  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  upon  f®***  ■■  *?»: 

.,  ,  ,       tween  lolicitor 

trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  capital  stock  amongst  the  and  client,  ai- 
children  of  the  marriage  in  equal  shares ;  such  shares  to  silent  was' 
be  vested  in  the  sons  upon  their  attaining  twenty-one,  and  ^^f  i^to* ex- 
in  the  daughters  upon  their  attaining  twenty-one  or  mar-  ecation;  there 
rying.  And  power  was  given  to  the  trustees,  at  any  time  cnmstances  of 
or  times  after  the  decease  of  the  survivor  of  the  husband  toSlng  Uie ' 
and  wife,  or  in  the  lifetime  of  the  husband  and  wife,  or  the  ""jpment. 

'  particularly  a 

survivor  of  them,  with  their,  his,  or  her  consent  in  writing,  variance  be- 
to  raise  any  part  or  parts  (not  exceeding  one  moiety)  of  the  dderation  ex-~ 
expectant  portions  of  the  children,  notwithstanding  the  SSundthe* 
same  should  not  have  become  vested  or  payable,  and  ap-  •^^  conaidcr- 
plythe  same  for  the  preferment  or  advancement  of  such      Qif«re,whe- 

,.,j  fher  a  person 

Cnilaren.  having  a  life 

There  were  seven  children  of  the  marriage.    In  Janu-  ^^[^^iS  ^ 
ary,  1887,  the  husband  died;  and  shortly  afterwards  the  ng^tof  con- 

,  senting  to  the 

widow  married  William  Mileham.    Upon  the  second  mar-  advancement  of 

riage  no  settlement  was  executed.  Seoi^tS!* °' 

iBy  an  indenture  dated  the  4th  April,  1887,  Mileham  destroys  the 

'  .  .  power  of  ad- 

and  wife  assigned  all  the  life  interest  of  Mrs.  Mileham  in  vanoement  by 
the  trust  fund  to  the  plaintiff  as  an  absolute  purchaser,  in  ufe  interest? 
consideration,  as  stated  in  the  deed,  of  £550.  th^  ^r*^* 

Notice  of  this  assignment  being  given  to  the  trustees  ngnment  by  a 

"  -m*-       -m*-.    1  hnsbandofthe 

of  the  settlement,  they,  at  the  request  of  Mrs.  Mileham,  dividends  of  a 
paid  one  dividend  to  the  plaintiff.     It  appearing,  however,  his  wifelL  en. 

titled  for  her 
life,  carries  the 
dividends  which  may  accrue  in  her  lifetime  after  his  decease  ? 


/  ^^,  J' 
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1842.  afterwards,  that  the  full  consideration  stated  by  the  deed 
Whithabsh  ^^  ^o*  ^®®^  P^^  ^y  *^®  plaintiff  in  cash,  and  it  being 
^-  alleged  that  a  part  of  it  had  been  withheld  by  fraud,  and 

there  being  also,  as  the  trustees  were  advised,  legal  objec- 
tions to  the  payment  of  the  dividends  to  the  plaintiff,  they 
refused  to  make  that  payment.  The  plaintiff  then,  for  the 
purpose  of  enforcing  his  security,  filed  the  present  bill 
against  the  trustees,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mileham,  and  the  in- 
fants; whereupon  the  trustees  paid  the  dividends  into 
Court. 

Immediately  before  the  answer  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  MOe- 
ham  was  put  in,  Mrs.  Mileham  sent  a  letter  to  the  trus- 
tees requesting  them  to  make  an  advance  of  part  of  the 
fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  children;  but  neither  the 
amount  nor  the  specific  object  of  the  advance  was  men- 
tioned. 

The  answer  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mileham  stated  various 
acts  of  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  in  the  transaction 
between  him  and  them;  but  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiff, 
in  a  great  measure,  explained  those  acts. 

The  principal  question  discussed  at  the  hearing  was, 
whether  the  trustees  should  be  allowed  their  costs  out  of 
the  fund  in  Court. 

Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  Siinton,  for  the  plaintiff. 

Mr.  TVigram,  for  the  defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mileham. 

Mr.  JFelford,  for  the  defendants,  the  infants. 

Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  trustees. — ^The  trustees  were 
justified  in  refusing  to  pay  the  dividends:  for,  1st,  The 
circumstances  attending  the  assignment  were  suspicious. 
2ndly,  It  is  uncertain  for  what  period  they  could  pay  the 
dividends,  because  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  husband's 
assignment  carries  the  wife's  reversionary  interest  in  the 
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event  of  her  sumTing  him.    In  Stiffen.  Everett  (a)  Lord        1842. 
Cotienham  said,  that  there  was  an  absence  of  authority  on   whitmabsh 
this  point.  8dly,  It  is  questionable  whether,  notwithstand-  ^• 

ing  the  assignment,  the  children  had  not  an  iaterest  under 
the  power  of  advancement.  4thl7,  Notwithstanding  the 
cases  of  EUiot  y.  CordeU  {b)  and  Staatan  v.  Haa  (c),  it 
might  be  contended,  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to  a  settle- 
ment out  of  the  life  interest.  These  questions,  or  some  of 
them,  were  too  nice  for  the  trustees  to  decide. 

.  Mr.  Russell,  in  reply,  contended,  that  the  first  and  last 
points  were  clearly  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the 
second  point,  he  insisted  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  be 
in  a  worse  situation  than  if  Mrs.  Mileham  had  assigned 
before  coverture;  and  upon  the  third  point  he  cited  Noel 
V.  Lord  Henley  {d),  and  observed,  that  notwithstanding 
Mr.  Prestcn^s  opinion  to  the  contrary,  it  had  long  been 
settied,  that  a  power  to  advance  children  was  not  in  the 
nature  of  a  trust. 

The  Vice-Chancellob  said,  that  considering  the  frame 
of  the  pleadings,  and  the  discrepancy  between  the  consi- 
deration stated  and  acknowleged  in  the  deed,  from  the 
consideration,  whatever  it  was,  which  really  did  pass,  it 
was  not  surprising  that  the  instrument  should  have  been 
matter  of  question  and  suspicion  to  the  trustees.  He  was  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  trustees  were  entitled  to  their 
costs,  as  between  solicitor  and  client,  up  to  the  present 
time  out  of  the  wife's  life  interest.  His  Honor  then,  after 
deciding  for  reasons  which  he  stated,  that  there  should  be  no 
costs  as  between  the  plaintiff  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Mileham, 
observed  that  the  question,  whether  the  power  to  advance 
the  children  was  affected  by  the  assignment,  was  open  to 

(a)  1  M.  &  C.  37.  (e)  2  Russ.  &  M.  175. 

(b)  5  Madd.  149.  (</)  M^Gel.  &  Y.  302. 
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Whitmabbh 

V. 
ROBXATSON. 


considerable  argument ;  notluDg^  however^  had  been  done 
at  present  to  raise  the  question,  as  the  paper  which  had 
been  proved  in  the  cause  was  much  too  vague  in  its  terms 
to  be  acted  upon.  As  to  the  question  whether  Mrs.  Mile- 
ham  surviving  her  husband,  would  or  would  not  be  enti- 
tled to  receive  the  annuity,  his  Honor  declined  to  give  any 
opinion. 


Thb  decree  contained  a  dedanition  that  it  aboold  be  without  prejudice 
to  any  question  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  dividends  after  Mr. 
Mileham's  death,  if  he  should  die  in  his  wife's  lifetime;  and  without  pre- 
judice to  any  question  as  to  the  power  contained  in  the  seUlement  for 
raising  any  part  or  parts  of  the  portion  or  portions  to  be  raised  for  the 
children  therein  mentioned,  for  the  advancement  or  benefit  of  such  child 
or  children,  or  the  execution  or  ezerdae  thereof. 


July  22nd,  LaNG  V.  PUOH. 

By  a  voluntary  ^^  ^^  indenture  bearing  date  the  5th  August,  1822,  and 
settlement,  per-  xozAq  between  Boss  Lang,  a  major-general  in  the  service 

Bonal  property  "  v       » 

was  assigned  to  of  the  Honourable  East  India  Company,  of  the  one  part, 
trust  to  pi^  the  and  three  persons,  named  Gordon,  Dare,  and  Richardson, 
duriM*his  ufe,  ®f  *^®  ^^^^^  P*^'  *^'  reciting  that  Ross  Lang  had  de- 
and  on  his  de-    posited  in  the  hands  of  the  parties  of  the  second  part 

cease  to  pay  the 

principal  to  his  the  sum  of  16,000  pagodas,  upon  the  trusts  thereinafter 
""^^       mentioned,  it  was  witnessed  that  the  deposit  was  so  made 


in  trust  to  invest  the  said  pagodas  in  securities  in  India, 
and  to  apply  the  interest  towards  the  maintenance,  sup- 


then  of  age  or 
married,  share 
and  share  alike, 
if  more  than 
one,  and  if  only 
one,  the  whole 

to  be  paid  to  such  only  child ;  or  in  case  such  child  or  children  should  be  an  infant  or  infants 
on  the  death  of  the  said  T.,  then  the  principal  vras  to  be  paid  to  him,  her,  or  them,  as  afore- 
said, on  their  attaining  twenty-one,  if  sons,  or  if  daughters,  on  their  marriage,  respectively. 
By  his  will,  the  settlor  bequeathed  certain  other  funds  to  the  same  trustees  upon  similar  trusts. 
T.  died,  leaving  an  infant  daughter  his  sole  surviving  child : — Held,  that  the  daughter  would 
become  absolutely  entitled  to  the  funds  in  question,  either  on  her  attaining  twenty-one,  or  on  her 
marriage  under  that  age. 

Upon  the  particular  wording  of  a  will,  the  Court  considered  it  doubtful  whether  personal 
property  did  not  vest  immediately  m  a  legatee,  although  the  gift  was  contained  only  in  the 
direction  to  pay  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  and  there  was  no  disposition  of  the  income  during 
minority. 
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port,  and  education  of  Frank,  Philip,  Rebecca,  and  Cla-  1842 
rissa  Slaney,  and  Jolin  Lopez,  the  reputed  children  of  the 
settlor,  until  the  said  Frank  and  Philip  Slaney,  and  John 
Lopez,  or  either  of  them,  should  attain  the  age  of  21  years, 
and  Rebecca  and  Clarissa  Slaney  should  attain  their  re- 
spectiye  ages  of  20  years,  or  marry  after  the  age  of  sixteen; 
at  which  respective  periods  the  fund  was  directed  to  be 
paid  and  transferred  to  those  parties  in  equal  shares;  and, 
in  case  the  said  Frank  Slaney,  Philip  Slaney,  and  John 
Lopez,  or  any  or  either  of  them,  should  depart  this  life 
before  they  or  either  of  them  should  attain  their  respective 
ages  of  21  years,  or  the  said  Rebecca  Slaney  and  Clarissa 
Slaney,  or  either  of  them,  should  also  depart  this  life  before 
they  or  either  of  them  should  attain  their  respective  ages 
of  20  years,  or  be  married  after  respectively  attaining 
their  sixteenth  year,  whichever  might  first  happen,  then  in 
trust  to  pay  the  interest  to  accrue  and  grow  due  upon  the 
respective  share  or  shares  of  the  said  party  or  parties  so 
dying,  to  and  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  Thomas  Pel- 
ling  Lang,  the  son  of  the  said  Ross  Lang,  during  his  na- 
tural life,  and  on  his  decease  to  pay  the  principal  amount 
of  such  share  or  shares  to  the  lawful  issue  of  the  said 
Thomas  PeUing  Lang,  if  then  of  age,  or  married,  share 
and  share  alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if  only  one,  the  whole 
of  the  principal  amount  of  the  share  or  shares  of  the  party 
or  parties  so  dying,  as  aforesaid,  to  go  and  be  paid  to  such 
only  child ;  or,  in  case  such  child  or  children  of  the  said 
Thomas  Felling  Lang  should  be  an  infant  or  infants  on  the 
death  of  the  said  Thomas  Felling  Lang,  then,  that  the  said 
principal  amount  of  the  share  or  shares  of  the  party  or 
parties  so  dying  as  aforesaid,  should  be  divided  or  paid  to 
him,  her,  or  them,  as  aforesaid,  on  their  attaining  their  re- 
spective age  or  ages  of  21  years,  if  sons,  or  if  daughters,  on 
their  marriage  respectively. 

The  indenture  then  contained  a  further  trust  of  the 
15,000  pagodas  in  favour  of  Kenneth  Ross  M'Kenzie  and 
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1842.  Us  brothers  and  sisters,  in  case  Thomas  Felling  Lang 
should  ''die  without  having  had  any  issue  lawf idly  begot- 
ten/' and  likewise  certain  provisions,  in  case  the  Slaneys 
and  John  Lopez,  or  any  of  them,  should  die  in  the  lifetime 
of  the  settlor,  before  they  should  be  entitled  to  receive 
their  shares.  There  was  likewise  a  proviso  that  the  deed 
should  be  revocable  by  the  deed  or  will  of  the  settlor. 

General  Lang,  by  his  will,  dated  tilie  8rd  August,  1822, 
directed  Gt>rdon,  Dare,  and  Bdchardson,  the  same  persons 
as  were  trustees  under  the  deed,  to  invest  the  sum  of  4000 
pagodas  in  East  Lidia  securities  in  their  names,  and  to 
hold  the  same  upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  and  dividends 
to  accrue  due  thereon  to  Mrs.  Ann  Biunside,  widow,  for 
her  sole  and  separate  use  during  her  life,  and  after  her 
decease,  in  trust  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  annual  produce  to  accrue  due  thereon,  to  and  for  the 
sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  son,  Thomas  Felling  Lang, 
during  his  natural  life;  and  on  his  decease  to  pay  the  said 
principal  sum  of  4000  pagodas  to  the  lawful  issue  of  his 
said  son,  if  then  of  age  or  married,  share  and  share  alike 
if  more  than  one;  and  if  only  one,  the  whole  of  the  said 
principal  sum  to  go  and  be  paid  to  such  only  child;  or  in 
case  such  child  or  children  of  his  said  son  should  be 
an  infiftnt,  or  infants  on  the  death  of  the  said  Thomas 
Felling  Lang,  then  that  the  said  principal  sum  should  be 
divided  or  paid  to  him,  her,  or  them,  in  manner  aforesaid, 
bn  their  attaining  their  respective  age  or  ages  of  21  years, 
if  sons,  or  if  daughters,  on  their  marriage,  respectively. 
And  as  to  the  rest,  residue,  and  remainder  of  his  estates, 
and  e£Pects  whatsoever,  whether  real  or  personal,  not  there- 
inbefore specifically  bequeathed  and  disposed  of,  subject  to 
and  after  the  payment  of  all  his  just  debts,  ftineral  expenses, 
and  the  charges  of  proving  his  will,  the  testator  thereby 
devised,  bequeathed,  and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  said 
son,  Thomas  Felling  Lang,  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns ;  and  he  thereby  constituted  and  appointed  his 
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said  son,  Thomas  Felling  Lang^  Oordon,  Dsjte,  Richard-        1842. 
son^  and  Kenneth  Boss  Mackenzie^  his  executors. 

The  deed  of  the  5th  August^  1822^  was  never  revoked. 
In  September,  1822,  Gteneral  Lang  died,  and  soon  afte^- 
wards  his  will  was  proved  by  all  the  executors,  except 
Kenneth  Boss  Mackenzie  who  never  acted. 

AU  the  donees  of  the  16,000  pagodas  under  the  deed, 
except  John  Lopez,  became  entitled  to  receive  and  received 
their  shares  of  that  gift.  Upon  the  death  of  John  Lopez 
in  his  infancy,  Thomas  Felling  Lang  received  the  interest 
of  8000  pagodas,  his  share  of  the  16,000  pagodas,  and  also, 
upon  the  death  of  Mrs.  Bumside,  received  the  interest  of 
the  4000  pagodas  comprised  in  the  will.  Thomas  Felling 
Lang  died  in  November,  1888,  leaving  the  plaintiff,  an 
infant  daughter,  his  only  surviving  child. 

The  bill  was  filed  against  the  executors  of  Dare,  the 
surviving  trustee  under  the  deed  and  will,  and  against  the 
executors  of  Thomas  Felling  Lang ;  and  it  prayed  that  the 
trusts  of  the  indenture  of  the  6th  August,  1822,  and  of  the 
will,  as  related  to  the  8000  pagodas  and  4000  pagodas,  might 
be  carried  into  execution,  and  the  rights  of  all  parties  in 
the  said  sums,  and  the  interest  therein,  since  T.  F.  Lang's 
death  might  be  declared,  and  the  sharaor  interest  of  the 
plaintiff  secured  for  her  benefit 

Mr.  Russell,  and  Mr.  A.  Gordon,  for  the  plaintiff,  con- 
tended that  either  the  children  of  T.  F.  Lang  took  a  vested 
interest,  or  the  daughters  took  an  interest,  which  would 
vest  at  twenty-one  or  marriage:  Booth  v.  Booth  {a).  Dames 
V.  Fisher  {b).  [The  Vtee-Chanceilor  referred  to  Hunter  v. 
Judd{c)^. 

Mr.  James  Parker,  for  the  defendants,  the  executors  of 
T.  P.  Lang. — ^Where  the  only  gift  to  a  person  or  class 
consists  in  a  direction  to  pay  or  divide  at  a  particular  time, 

(a)  4  Yes.  399.         (Jb)  6  Jurist,  248.         (c)  4  Sim.  455. 
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1842.  nothing  vests  till  the  time  specified.  A  direction  to  pay 
is  contingent  nnless  there  are  strong  words  to  control  that 
construction :  Leake  y.  Robinson  {a),  Hanson  v.  Graham  (b), 
BiUingsley  v.  WtUs  (c),  Steadman  v.  PauJin  {d),  ^atsford  v. 
KebbeU(e),  Sansbury  v.  Itead{f),  Murray  v.  Tancred(ff). 
Then  as  nothing  vests  here  till  the  time  of  payment, 
and  as  the  time  of  payment,  with  respect  to  this  plaintiff, 
is  her  marriage,  it  follows,  that  as  she  was  not  tfi  esse  at 
the  time  of  the  testator's  death,  the  gift  to  her  is  void  for 
remoteness. 

Mr.  7%mpfe,  and  Mn  Heath,  for  the  trustees. 
Mr.  Bussett,  in  reply. 

Jufy  2da.  7h£  Yics-Chancbllob. — ^This  case  turns  upon  the  con- 
struction to  be  put  upon  certain  provisions  contained  in 
the  will  of  General  Lang,  and  a  deed  executed  by  him 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claims.  These  instruments,  so 
far  as  it  is  necessary  for  the  present  purpose  to  state 
them,  are  to  this  effect.  [His  Honor  here  read  the  in- 
struments.] 

The  facts  admitted  are,  that  General  Lang  died  in  the 
year  1822,  and  was  survived  by  all  the  persons  named  in 
these  instruments;  that  his  son,  Thomas  Felling  Lang, 
was  then  a  bachelor,  but  afterwards  married,  and  had 
four  children  only.  Of  these,  one  is  the  plaintiff,  who  has 
survived  her  father.  The  other  three  died  in  his  lifetime, 
minors,  neither  of  them  having  ever  married.  They  are 
not  represented  in  this  cause;  nor  is  Kenneth  Boss  Mac- 
kenzie, or  any  brother  or  sister  of  his,  a  party  to  the 
suit.     No  objection  has,  however,  been  taken  for  want 

(a)  2  Mer.  364.  (e)  3  Yes.  363. 

(6)  6  Ves.  249.  (J)  ^2  Ves.  75. 

(c)  3  Atk.  219.  (g)  10  Sim.  465. 
(rf)  Id.  423. 
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of  parties,  and  the  counsel  for  the  plaintifiP  and  defend- 
ants have  expressed  a  wish  that,  as  £u*  as  possible,  the 
Court  should,  in  the  present  stage  of  the  cause,  declare 
the  construction  of  the  instruments  upon  the  point  or 
points  in  dispute. 

The  executors  of  General  Lang,  the  trustees  of  the 
funds  in  question,  and  the  executors  of  General  Lang's 
residuary  legatee,  are  before  the  Court.  Mrs.  Bumside 
and  John  Lopez  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Thomas  Felling 
Lang.  John  Lopez  died  a  minor.  The  plaintiff  claims 
the  absolute  interest,  or,  at  least,  a  contingent  interest  in 
the  whole,  or  an  absolute  interest  in  a  part  of  the  respec- 
tive funds,  of  which  Mrs.  Bumside  was  tenant  for  life, 
and  to  which  John  Lopez,  if  he  had  attamed  majority, 
would  have  been  entitled. 

These  claims  are  wholly  resisted  by  the  defendants,  or 
some  of  them,  who  contend,  that  the  plaintiff  has  no  in- 
terest whatever;  and  that,  therefore,  the  bill  ought  to  be 
dismissed :  founding  themselves  upon  this,  that  the  dis- 
positions in  her  favour  are,  as  they  contend,  invalid. 
They  insist  that  these  dispositions  are  wholly  contingent 
on  her  marriage;  and  that,  as  she  did  not  ^come  into  ex- 
istence until  after  General  Lang's  death,  and  her  mar- 
riage might  not  and  may  not  take  place,  until  more  than 
twenty-one  years  after  that  event,  they  are,  therefore, 
illegal.  The  first  question  then  is,  whether  the  disposi- 
tions in  her  fiivour  are  merely  contingent  on  her  mar- 
riage. The  construction  for  which  these  defendants  con- 
tend does  not,  certainly,  sound  very  acceptably,  since  it 
ascribes  to  the  author  of  the  instruments  an  intention 
which,  while  it  is  of  an  unusual  description  generally, 
even  where  the  law  allows  it,  and  is  of  a  nature  especially 
improbable  in  the  particular  case,  frustrates  the  disposi- 
tions themselves  by  infringing  the  law.  An  intention  of 
such  a  kind  is  not  readily  to  be  imputed  in  the  case  of  a 
will  or  deed  worded  obscurely,  inaccurately,  and  in  such 


1842. 
Lano  ' 

V. 

Puon. 
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1842.  a  manner,  as  that,  with  regard  to  some  of  its  provisions,  a 
departure  in  interpretation  from  the  correct  and  ordinary 
meaning  of  language  is  certainly  and  confessedly  requi- 
site. That  the  deed  and  will  before  me  are  liable  to  be  so 
described,  it  is,  I  think,  impossible  to  deny.  The  word 
''issue,''  at  the  outset  of  the  dispositions  in  question, 
must,  it  is  conceded,  on  all  hands,  be  held  to  mean  "child" 
or  "  children.'*  The  words,  "  to  the  lawful  issue  of  the  said 
Thomas  Felling  Lang,  if  then  of  age  or  married,"  must, 
I  apprehend,  be  read  as  meaning,  "to  such  of  the  children 
of  the  said  Thomas  PeUing  Lang  as  shall  then  be  of  age  or 
married."  The  words  "  or  in  case  such  child  or  children," 
must  mean,  "and  in  case  any  such  child  or  children." 
And  again,  the  expression,  "  an  infant  or  infants,"  if  taken 
literally,  would  include  the  case  of  a  daughter  of  Thomas 
Felling  Lang,  married  in  his  lifetime,  but  a  minor  at  his 
death,  to  whom  the  donor  had  before  directed  the  fimd, 
or  a  share  of  it,  to  be  paid.  I  have  applied  the  term  tm- 
probable  to  the  intention  ascribed  by  the  defendants  to 
General  Lang,  because  it  supposes  him  to  have  meant  any 
daughter  of  Thomas  Felling  Lang  surviving  her  father, 
and  having  attained  majority  in  her  father's  lifetime  to 
take  the  fund  or  a  portion  of  it  absolutely,  though  never 
married,  but  to  have  meant  altogether  to  exclude  any 
daughter,  a  minor,  at  her  father's  death  if  not  then  mar- 
ried, unless  she  should  at  some  period  of  her  life  marry; 
which  I  certainly  think  very  unlikely.  If  my  observations 
thus  far  are  well  founded,  the  construction  for  which  the 
defendants  contend  is  one  to  be  avoided,  if  reasonably, 
and  without  infringing  any  established  rule  it  can  be — one 
not  to  be  adopted  by  a  Court,  unless  compelled  by  an  irre- 
sistible demonstration  of  intention. 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  it  may,  perhaps,  be  reasonably 
doubted,  whether  there  is  any  contingencrfr  at  all — ^that  is, 
notwithstanding  the  absence,  if  there  be  absence,  of  any 
gift  to  the  children,  except  in  the  direction  to  pay — ^not- 
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withstanding  the  absence  of  any  disposition  or  provision  1842. 
as  to  the  income  daring  minority — whether  the  true  view 
of  each  instrument  ex  omni  cansideraid  acr^turd  (espe- 
cially having  regard  to  the  expression  ''in  case  the  said 
Thomas  Felling  Lang  shall  die  without  having  had  any 
issue/'  which  precedes  the  gift  to  Kenneth  Boss  Mackenzie) 
is  not  that  both  funds  (subject  to  the  preceding  interests) 
became  absolutely  vested  in  the  four  children  on  their 
births  respectively,  or  in  the  plaintiff  alone  on  the  death  of 
Thomas  Felling  Lang. 

Without,  however,  at  present  deciding,  I  will  for  the  im- 
mediate purpose  assume,  that  nothing  has  yet  vested  in  the 
plaintiff,  or  in  either  of  the  deceased  children  of  her  father. 
The  question  then  is,  what  does  the  expression  ''  or  if  daugh- 
ters on  their  marriage  respectively ''  mean  ?  If  by  ''  mar- 
riage^'  as  here  used,  the  author  of  the  instruments  intended 
only  marriage  in  minority,  then  remoteness  and  ccmse- 
quently  illegality  is  out  of  the  question.  Now,  in  both  in- 
struments, wherever  this  word  occurs  elsewhere,  wherever 
an  allusion  is  made  to  marriage  elsewhere  (for  both  the 
word  and  allusion  do  occur  several  times  elsewhere  with 
reference  as  well  to  his  grandchildren  as  to  other  persons), 
the  word  is  used  as  meaning,  and  the  allusion  is  made  to, 
marriage  in  minority,  uniformly,  with  the  single  exception 
of  a  reference  to  the  possibility  of  a  future  marriage  of  Mrs. 
Bumside,  who  was  a  widow,  and  probably  above  twenty- 
one  years  old  at  the  date  of  the  will.  This  observation  is 
alone,  it  must  be  agreed,  fieur  from  decisive,  but  in  conjunc- 
tion with  the  improbability  on  other  grounds  that  General 
Lang  should  have  intended  the  word  to  bear  any  other 
sense  in  the  passage  under  consideration,  and  with  the  un- 
usual character  which  any  other  sense  would  give  to  his 
dispositions,  has,  I  think,  considerable  weight.  Bearing  in 
mind  that  for  the  reasons  which  I  have  stated,  unless  I  am 
mistaken,  these  instruments  ought  assuredly  to  receive  that 
kind  of  construction  which  has  been  called  ''  benigna  tnier" 
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1842.  prtiaiio^^  I  think,  referring  to  the  remarks  already  made, 
that  the  word  ''marrii^''  in  the  passage  immediately 
before  us  ought  to  be  construed  ''  marriage  in  minority/' 
But  it  may  be  then  said,  that  the  case  of  a  daughter  attain- 
ing twenty-one  after  her  father's  death  and  before  marriage 
is  not  provided  for.  I  am,  however,  of  opinion,  that  by  im- 
plication at  least,  it  is  provided  for,  and  that  {ex  omm  con- 
iideratd  scripiurd  as  I  said  before)  the  true  meaning  of  the 
words  ''on  their  attaining  their  respective  age  or  ages  of 
twenty-one  years,  if  sons,  or,  if  daughters,  on  their  marriage 
respectively,''  is  ''  at  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  in  the 
case  of  daughters  marrying  earlier,  upon  marriage."  It 
follows  that  I  think  the  dispositions  in  &vour  of  the  child 
or  children  of  Thomas  Felling  Lang  valid  whether  contin- 
gent or  not  contingent. 

The  deceased  children  not  being  represented  in  the  cause, 
I  cannot  now  bind  their  rights,  if  any.  My  opinion,  how- 
ever, having  regard  to  BiUingaley  v.  WiU»  (a),  and  other 
authorities  of  that  class,  is,  that  upon  the  true  construction 
of  the  deed  and  will,  neither  of  them  did  acquire  any 
interest.  They  all  died  in  the  lifetime  of  Thomas  Felling 
Lang,  neither  of  them  attained  majority,  and  neither  of 
them  married.  I  state  my  impression  upon  this  point  with 
the  less  reluctance,  because,  in  all  probability,  the  personal 
estate,  if  any,  of  those  children  must  be  substantially  the 
personal  estate  of  their  finther,  whoseexecutors  are  before  the 
Court.  I  do  not  now  decide  or  express  any  opinion  whether 
the  words,  ''Thomas  Felling  Lang  shall  die  without  having 
had  any  issue  lawfully  begotten,"  are  to  be  construed  literal- 
ly, or  as  meaning  "  Thomas  Felling  Lang  shall  not  have  any 
child  that  shall  attain  twenty-one,  or  being  a  daughter 
shall  marry,"  that  is  to  say,  whether  in  truth  Kenneth  Boss 
Mackenzie  and  his  brothers  and  sisters,  if  any,  have  or 
have  not  a  possible  interest.    What  I  can,  and  do  decide 

(a)  3  Atk.  219. 
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is^  that  the  plaintiff,  if  not  absolutely  entitled  to  the  whole        1842. 
or  one-fourth  of  the  funds  in  question,  is  entitled  to  the      ^  l^no  " 
whole  of  them  contingently,  upon  her  attaining  majority  or  «• 

marrying  in  minority.  The  bill,  therefore,  cannot  be  dis- 
missed; the  plaintiff  must  have  some  relief.  It  may  be  as 
well  to  mention  that,  in  considering  this  cause,  I  have,  be- 
sides the  cases  cited  in  the  argument,  and  some  of  those 
cited  in  Dtwies  v.  FUher,  referred  to  East  v.  Cook  (a) ; 
Boon  V.  Contforih  (4),  Dodson  v.  Hay  (<r),  Whitmore  v.  TVe- 
laumey  {d).  I  have  read  also  with  attention  the  valuable 
judgment  of  Sir  Edward  Sugden  in  a  case  of  Vize  v. 
Stoney  (e),  recently  decided  by  his  Lordship  in  Ireland. 

(a)  2  Vcz.  Sen.  30.  (rf)  6  Ves.  J.  129. 

(A)  Ibid.  277.  {e)  1  Dr.  &  War.  337. 

(c)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  404. 


Taylor  v.  Taylor.  July  13M. 

Thomas  HOWELL,  by  his  win,  devised  to  his  wife  Upon  the  con. 
Sa^  Howell  a  certain  messuage  wherein  Joseph  Merrett  wm,  hdd,  Uuii 
dwelt,  with  the  appurtenances,  situate  in  the  parish  of  ^tatoI^wM^* 
Awre,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  to  hold  to  his  said  wife  ^"^^^  to  dect 

"^  between  the 

and  her  assigns  during  her  life,  provided  she  should  so  benefiti  given 
long  continue  his  widow ;  and  from  and  after  her  decease  ^^  fm-bench' 
or  second  marriage,  the  testator  devised  the  same  premises  j^^jj^^^, 
to  John  Taylor  and  Thomas  Howell,  whom  he  appointed 
trustees  and  executors  of  his  will,  upon  trust  for  the  main- 
tenance of  the  child  with  whom  his  said  wife  might  be 
then  pregnant,  until  he  or  she  should  attain  twenty-one 
years  of  age,  and  from  and  immediately  after  that  event, 
the  testator  devised  the  same  premises  unto  and  to  the 
nse  of  such  child  his  or  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  and 
if  such  child  should  happen  to  die  before  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  then  to  such  persons  and  for  such 
VOL.  I.  BBS  N.  c.  c. 
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1842.  estates  as  in  the  will  mentioned.  And  the  testator  devised 
all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  his  messuages^  lands,  te- 
nements, hereditaments,  and  premises  of  which  he  was 
then  seised  or  possessed,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester,  unto 
the  said  John  Taylor  and  Thomas  Howell,  upon  trust,  to 
let,  set,  and  manage  the  same,  and  take  the  rents  and  profits, 
and  pay  the  yearly  sum  of  £30  to  his  said  wife,  half- 
yearly,  if  she  should  continue  his  widow,  but  not  other- 
wise, until  his  son,  the  said  Thomas  Howell,  should  attain 
his  age  of  twenty-two  years;  and  from  and  immediately 
after  that  event,  the  testator  devised  unto  the  said  Sarah 
Howell,  in  case  she  should  be  living  and  his  widow,  all 
those  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  called  Flower's  Leaze,  Ox 
Leaze,  and  the  Warth,  situate  and  being  in  the  parish  of 
Awre  aforesaid,  to  hold  the  same,  with  the  appurtenances, 
unto  the  said  Sarah  Howell  and  her  assigns  for  her  life, 
or  until  her  second  marriage ;  and  from  and  immediately 
after  her  decease  or  second  marriage,  he  gave  and  devised 
the  said  land  called  Flower's  Leaze,  to  Frances  Howell, 
his  daughter  by  a  former  wife,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for 
ever,  on  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  years;  but 
in  case  she  should  happen  to  die  before  she  should  become 
possessed  of  or  entitled  to  said  land  called  Flower's  Leaze, 
without  leaving  lawful  issue  of  her  body  her  surviving, 
then  the  testator  gave  and  devised  such  land  unto  and 
between  all  and  every  the  others  and  other  his  children 
and  child,  by  his  former  wife,  his,  her,  and  their  heirs 
and  assigns  for  ever.  Then  followed  similar  devises  of 
Oxleaze  and  the  Warth,  to  two  other  daughters  of  the 
testator  respectively.  And  the  testator  devised  unto  his 
son  Walter  Howelli  from  and  after  his  said  son  Tho- 
mas should  attain  his  age  of  twenty -two  years,  all  that 
his  messuage  and  garden,  with  the  appurtenances,  si- 
tuate in  the  village  of  Blakeney  in  the  said  parish  of 
Awre,  &c.,  then  in  the  occupation  of  Mr.  Jones;  to 
hold  the  same  unto  the  said  Walter  Howell,  his  heirs 
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and  assigns  for  ever.  And  the  testator  devised  nnto  his  ^^^ 
son^  the  said  Thomas  Howell,  on  his  attaining  the  age 
of  twenty-two  years,  divers  messuages  and  hereditaments 
in  tiie  said  parish  of  Awre,  all  of  which  were  specified  in 
the  will,  to  hold  to  him,  his  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever. 
And  the  testator  devised  nnto  his  daughter,  Mary  Howell, 
all  those  his  two  meadows  or  pasture  grounds  called  Dow 
Meadows,  containing  &c.,  then  in  the  occupation  of  George 
Baker,  and  all  that  piece  of  arable  land  called  Twopenny 
Patch,  containing  &c.,  which  said  two  last-mentioned  mea- 
dows or  pasture  grounds  and  piece  of  arable  land,  were 
situate  in  the  parish  of  Awre,  to  hold  the  same  unto  his 
said  daughter  Mary,  her  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever;  and 
in  case  his  said  daughter  should  happen  to  die  before  she 
should  become  possessed  of  or  entitled  to  said  meadows  or 
pasture  ground  and  arable  land,  without  leaving  lawful 
issue,  then  the  testator  gave  and  devised  the  same  to  such 
persons  and  for  such  estates  as  in  his  will  mentioned. 

The  testator  died  leaving  the  several  persons  named  in 
his  will  surviving  him.  Thomas  Howell  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-two  years,  in  or  about  March  1841. 

The  present  suit  having  been  instituted  by  the  cre- 
ditors of  the  testator  for  the  administration  of  his  es- 
tate, the  Master  was,  amongst  other  things,  directed  to 
inquire,  whether  Sarah  Howell,  the  testator's  widow,  who 
was  a  defendant,  was  or  would,  but  for  the  devises  in 
the  testator*s  will,  be  entitled  to  dower  or  free-bench 
out  of  any  and  what  part  of  the  testator's  real  estates. 
The  Master  found  that  Sarah  Howell  claimed  to  be 
entitled  to  firee-bench  in  the  pieces  or  parcels  of  land 
called  Dow  Meadows,  which  were  copyhold  of  inheritance 
held  under  the  mayor  and  burgesses  of  the  city  of  Glou- 
cester; and  that  by  the  custom  of  the  said  manor,  the 
widow  of  any  tenant  dying  seised  of  any  land  within  the 
manor  is  entitled  to  free-bench,  or  an  estate  during  her 
widowhood,  in  the  whole  of  such  lands  and  premises. 

BBB  2 
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1842.  The  cause  now  coming  on  to  be  heard  for  further  di- 

rections— 


Taylor 

9. 

Tatloe. 


Mr.  Wittraham  and  Mr.  HaU,  for  the  devisee  of  the  Dow 
Meadows,  dtedlfoff  v.  Hill  (a)  and  Soadley  v.  Dixon  {b). 

Mr.  F.  Bayley,  for  the  widow. — ^The  widow  takes  an 
interest  in  the  entirety  of  the  estate  during  widowhood  by 
free-bench.  Her  doing  so  is  not  more  inconsistent  with 
the  devise  to  Mary  after  her  brother's  attaining  twenty- 
two,  than  the  claim  of  dower  is  inconsistent  with  a  devise 
to  a  third  person  of  the  estate  out  of  which  the  dower 
arises.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  testator  intended  to 
dispose  of  no  more  than  what  was  his — namely,  the  estate 
subject  to  free-bench.  The  annuity  of  £30  payable  to  her 
out  of  the  estate,  until  the  son  attains  twenty-two,  is  not 
sufficient  to  put  the  widow  to  her  election :  HaU  v,  HtU. 
In  Roadley  v.  Dixon  there  was  a  direction  to  manage  a  parti- 
cular farm,  which  constituted  the  principal  part  of  an  estate 
''now  in  my  possession,'^  and  the  widow  claimed  dower 
out  of  it.  The  management  of  the  farm  was  considered 
inconsistent  with  her  claim  to  set  it  out  by  metes  and 
bounds.  Hall  v.  Hill  was  in  a  great  measure  decided  on 
the  ground  of  the  power  of  leasing,  which  applied  to  the 
whole  property.  [The  Vice-ChanceUor. — In  the  present 
case,  the  Dow  Meadows  are  described  as  being  in  the 
occupation  of  George  Baker.]  In  MiaU  v.JBrain  (c).  Sir 
John  Leach  considered  the  claim  of  dower  to  be  necessa- 
rily excluded,  by  the  gift  of  a  house  for  the  personal  occu- 
pation and  enjoyment  of  the  testator's  daughter.  Butcher 
V.  Kemp  (rf)  was  decided  on  like  considerations.  The  pre- 
sent case  is  distinguishable  from  those  which  have  been 
referred  to. 

(a)  1  Dr.  &  War.  94 ;    1   Con.  (c)  4  Madd.  119. 

&  Law,  120.  (rf)  5  Madd.  61 ;  see  Reynard  r. 

(A)  3  Russ.  192.  Spence,  4  Beav.  103. 
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Mr.  Wilbraham,  in  reply.  1842. 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — ^The  question  is,  whether  upon 
the  face  of  the  will  it  appears,  that  the  testator,  in  making 
the  will,  was  under  an  impression  that  this  land  at  Awre 
would,  at  the  time  of  his  son  Thomas  attaining  twenty-two, 
be  enjoyed  by  some  person  other  than  the  widow ;  without 
considering  whether  she  would  or  would  not  be  entitled  to 
firee-bench  out  of  it.  If  yon  find  that  he  made  his  will 
under  that  notion,  then  it  is  a  case  of  election.  Now,  I 
think  you  can. 

It  would  be  unsafe  to  look  at  any  particular  clause  in 
the  will  as  alone  indicating  that  impression,  but  looking 
at  the  general  disposition  of  the  property — ^looking  at  the 
general  expression  of  his  intention,  that  the  shares  into 
which  he  distributed  this  farm  should  be  in  the  immediate 
enjoyment  of  the  several  persons  to  whom  they  were  de- 
vised, when  his  son  should  attain  twenty-two,  (a  point 
which  he  appears  to  insist  upon  throughout  the  whole 
will),  and  when  you  see,  that  in  using  the  expression 
'' possessed  of  or  entitled,"  he  makes  no  distinction  be- 
tween the  Dow  Meadows  and  the  other  lands  in  Awre — 
taking  all  these  circumstances  together,  I  think  it  may 
be  collected,  that  it  was  the  testator's  intention  that  the 
Dow  Meadows  should,  when  the  son  attained  twenty-two, 
be  the  subject  of  immediate  enjoyment  by  some  other 
person  than  the  widow,  though  the  widow  might  be  living 
and  unmarried.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the 
widow  must  elect. 
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1842. 
July  25th,  Shaw  v.  Simpson. 

The  consignee  -DY  an  Order  made  in  this  cause^  certain  estates  in  the 
dL*e«tote' who  ^1*^^  of  Jamaica  called  Non-Such  and  Unity,  were  di- 
had,  out  of  his   rectcd  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  certain  legacies.  These 

own  monies,  *    "^  ^ 

made  payments  estates  wcrc  subjcct  to  an  annuity  of  dElOOO,  payable  to 
an  wmnity  ^      Selina,  the  wife  of  W.  H.  Weaver,  for  her  life. 
CTtotefwMhdd      "^^  estates  having  been   sold  to  a  person  who  after- 
entitled  to  be     wards  became  bankrupt,  they  were,  by  an  order  of  August, 

reimDnrsed 

such  payments  1824,  made  in  this  cause  and  also  in  the  bankruptcy, 

penMtion""  Ordered  to  be  resold ;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that  the 

S"wn*"^  purchase-monies,  after  providing  for  costs,  should  be  paid 

awarded  under  to  Alexander  Oraut,  as  executor  of  Donaldson,  who  was 

aboiition^of  ^  ^^  incumbrancer  on  the  estate  to  a  large  amount,  subject 

"'*S2^e,  whe-  *^  ^"'  Weaver's  annuity, 
thcrsucha  By  the  Order  for  the  resale.  Grant,  who  had  been  pre- 

consignee  has  a 

lien  on  the  viously  appointed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  consignee  of 

^^for    ^  the  estates,  was  re-appointed  consignee  with  a  direction 

S^dedbyhim  *^  ^^^  ^^^  '^^^P  down  the  annuities  chargeable  on  the 

in  its  cultiTa-  estates;    and  it  was  ordered,  that   he   should  pass  his 

tion  ? 

accounts  annually  before  the  Master,  and  be  allowed 
therein  all  such  sums  as  he  should  pay  in  respect  of  the 
annuities,  and  retain  the  balance  from  time  to  time  in 
discharge  of  his  incumbrance. 

Under  the  stat.  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  78,  (for  the  abolition 
of  slavery),  the  sums  of  4938/.  17*.  4rf.  and  IW.  l(te.  11  rf. 
were  allowed  by  the  commissioners  as  the  compensation 
for  the  slaves  on  the  estates  called  Non-such  and  Unity. 
These  sums  were  by  an  order  made  in  this  cause  and  in 
a  cause  of  ''  Grant  v.  Edwards,''  ordered  to  be  paid  into 
Court  in  trust  in  the  last-mentioned  cause;  the  dividends 
to  be  received  by  Grant,  and  to  be  applied,  together  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  estates,  in  satisfaction  of  Mrs.  Weaver's 
annuity.    By  the  same  order,  the  order  of  August,  1824, 
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as  it  related  to  the  consigneeship  of  Grant|  was  adopted        1842. 
and  confirmed. 

The  compensation  money  being  paid  into  Court  pursu- 
ant to  the  order^  produced  £5577^  £3  per  cent.  Bank 
Annuities. 

The  accounts  of  the  consignee  were  annually  passed  up 
to  the  30th  April  in  each  year^  and  on  the  30th  April, 
1840,  there  appeared  to  be  a  balance  due  to  him  of  £985, 
in  respect  of  advances  made  by  him  for  the  cultivation  of 
the  estates,  and  payments  on  account  of  Mrs.  Weaver's 
annuity;  the  last  payment  on  account  of  the  annuity, 
having  been  made  up  to  the  preceding  Michaelmas. 

In  consequence  of  this  state  of  the  accounts,  there  being 
no  immediate  prospect  of  an  increase  in  the  proceeds  of 
the  estates,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Weaver,  after  receiving  two  more 
quarters  of  the  annuity,  presented  their  petition  at  the 
instance  of  the  consignee,  for  the  sale  of  part  of  the  capi- 
tal of  the  fund  in  Court.  And  by  an  order,  dated  the 
24th  July,  1840,  it  was  ordered,  that  so  much  of  the 
£5577  £3  per  cent.  Bank  Annuities,  as  would  raise  the 
sum  of  £1185,  should  be  sold,  and  applied  in  payment  of 
£250  due  to  Mrs.  Weaver  at  the  preceding  Midsummer, 
and  of  £935  due  to  the  consignee.  And  it  was  ordered, 
that  Orant  should  continue  to  pass  his  accounts  as  con- 
signee, and  should  pay  the  remaining  quarterly  pay- 
ments of  the  annuity  to  the  30th  April,  1841,  and  should 
be  at  liberty  to  continue  the  quarterly  payments  after 
that  day  as  theretofore,  and  should  be  allowed  the  same 
in  passing  his  accounts ;  and  that  so  much  more  of  the 
£5577  stock  should  be  from  time  to  time  sold,  as  might 
be  sufficient  to  raise  what  the  Master  should,  from  time  to 
time,  certify  to  be  due  to  Grant,  on  passing  his  annual 
accounts  as  consignee  up  to  the  30th  April,  1841,  and 
also  his  subsequent  accounts,  including  the  payment  of 
the  said  annuity ;  and  that  out  of  the  money  from  time  to 
time  to  ahse  by  the  said  sales,  what  should  be  so  certified 
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1842.  to  be  due  to  the  consignee^  should  be  paid  to  him  in  dis-^^ 
charge  of  his  balance ;  and  that  he  should  also  receive  the 
dividends  of  the  remaining  money  in  Courts  as  they  should 
accrue  due. 

This  order  was  from  time  to  time  acted  upon,  till  the 
money  in  Court  was  reduced  to  £1810  £&  per  cent.  An- 
nuities ;  but  by  an  order  of  Knighi  Bruce,  Y .  C,  dated  the 
22nd  March,  1842,  it  was  directed,  that  no  further  part  of 
the  said  £1810  stock  should  be  sold  until  further  order, 
and  that  the  dividends  thereafter  to  accrue  due  on  the 
fund  in  Court  should  be  paid  to  Mr.  Weaver. 

Grant  now  presented  his  petition,  (which  was  headed  in 
this  cause  and  in  that  of  "  Grant  v.  Edwards,'^  and  also  in 
the  bankruptcy),  alleging  that  on  the  faith  of  the  order  of 
the  24th  July,  1840,  he  had  continued  to  advance  his  own 
monies  for  the  necessary  expenses  of  the  cultivation  of  the 
estates,  and  for  the  payment  of  the  annuity ;  and  that 
there  was  due  to  him  on  the  80th  April,  1842,  a  balance 
of  £3238,  including  £500  paid  to  Mrs.  Weaver,  on  account 
of  the  annuity  up  to  that  time.  And  he  prayed,  that  not- 
withstanding the  order  of  the  22nd  March,  1842,  the 
£1810  stock  might  be  sold,  and  the  produce  paid  to  him 
in  part  satisfaction  of  the  £3238. 

Mr.  Surge,  and  Mr.  Cooper,  for  the  petition,  said,  that 
the  consignee  had  a  lien  on  the  corpus  of  the  estate,  and 
consequently  on  the  fund  in  Court,  for  the  amount  of  his 
disbursements,  and  that  here  the  lien  would  be  useless, 
unless  he  were  entitled  to  a  sale  of  the  corpus  of  the  pro- 
perty :  Scoii  V.  Nisbeti  (o),  WorrdU  v.  Harford  (6),  Sayera 
V.  Whitfield{c),  Simondy.Hibbert{d),  CampbeUy.Sowden{e). 
They  also  contended  that  in  Farquharson  v.  Balfour  (/), 


(a)  14  Ve«.  438.  (d)  1  R.  &  M.  719. 

(6)  8  Yes.  4.  (e)  In  P.  C. 

(c)  1  Knapp,  P.  C.  C.  133.  (/)  8  Sim.  210. 
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which  might  possibly  be  cited  on  the  other  side^  the  1^2. 
opposition  to  the  application^  and  as  it  should  seem  the 
judgment  also^  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the  appli- 
cation was  of  an  interlocutory  nature.  They  also  com- 
mented upon  the  proceedings  which  had  taken  place  under 
the  several  orders  before  referred  to. 

Mr.  RwseU,  and  Mr.  James  Parker,  contra. 

The  Vke-Chancelhr,  in  the  course  of  the  argument^ 
said;  that,  with  respect  to  the  claim  of  the  petitioner  to 
have  the  carpus  of  the  estate  sold,  he  saw  no  solid  ground 
of  distinction  between  the  case  of  a  consignee  of  West 
India  produce  and  the  agent  of  a  copper  mine  or  colliery, 
who  never  could  be  heard  to  insist  on  a  sale  of  the  estate 
for  payment  of  the  balance  due  to  him.  The  observations 
of  Lord  Eldon,  in  Scott  v.  Nisbett,  seemed  to  refer  to  a 
dormant  lien  only.  At  all  events,  no  case  had  been  cited 
in  which  a  sale  of  the  corpus  of  the  estate  had  practically 
been  allowed. 

The  Vice-chancellor. — Upon  this  petition,  it  is  not,  Julif  26M. 
I  think  necessary,  if  it  would  be  proper,  to  decide  the 
general  and  extensive  question  which  has  been  argued. 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Weaver  being  the  only  opposing  parties, 
it  occurred  to  me  at  first,  that,  having  regard  to  the  order 
of  July,  1840,  (which  they  have  never  sought  to  discharge 
or  vary,  and  which  has,  to  some  extent,  been  acted  upon), 
it  might  probably  be  right  to  apply  the  capital  of  the 
fund  in  question,  or  a  sufficient  portion  of  it,  in  paying  or 
towards  payment  of  so  much  of  the  consignee's  balance 
now  due  to  him,  as  was  due  at  Michaelmas  last,  or  has 
uisen  in  respect  of  time  previous  to  Michaelmas  last;  the 
rent-charge,  or  annuity,  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Weaver,  which 
is  the  first  charge  on  the  property,  having  been  paid  up 
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to  that  time  inclasivc.  The  farther  discussion  of  the  cas^ 
however^  satisfied  mc^  that  the  rent-charge  being  in  arrear 
from  that  period^  and  the  time  of  passing  the  annual  ac- 
counts  being  in  the  spring,  there  would  be  at  least  some 
risk  of  not  acting  in  conformity  with  the  spirit  of  the 
orderi  if  I  were  to  construe  it  as  giving  that  right  to  the 
petitioner,  without  paying  another  half  year  of  the  rent- 
charge  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Weaver.  I  think  that  I  ought 
not  so  to  construe  it,  and  the  petitioner  having  declined, 
and  I  suppose  continuing  to  decline,  to  pay  to  them  that 
half  year,  or  allow  them  to  receive  it  out  of  the  fund  in 
question,  I  shall  not  act  upon  the  capital,  as  matters  now 
stand,  on  the  footing  of  the  order  of  1840.  But,  whether 
with  or  without  reference  to  it,  I  conceive  that,  a  part  of 
the  balance  due  to  the  petitioner  being  composed  of  pay- 
ments to  Mr.  Weaver  on  account  of  the  rent-charge^  which 
certainly  charges  the  corpus  of  the  fund,  I  may  and  ought 
to  allow  the  petitioner  to  receive  from  that  carpus  an 
amount  equal  to  so  much  of  his  balance,  in  pait  payment 
of  it;  and  I  so  order.  This,  however,  will  still  leave  a 
large  sum  due  to  him,  as  appears  by  the  Master's  report, 
which  he  had  not  obtained,  when  my  former  order  was 
made.  I  think  that  I  ought,  also,  to  direct  the  dividends 
on  the  residue  of  the  fund  to  be  paid  to  him  until  further 
order,  as  they  were  before  1840,  to  be  accounted  for  by 
him  annually,  in  his  character  of  consignee.  It  is  my 
impression,  that  at  the  close  of  the  argument  before  me, 
when  I  made  my  former  order,  the  present  petitioner  did 
not  object  to  what  I  then  did  as  to  the  dividends.  Except 
so  far  as  I  have  stated,  (the  petitioner  objecting  to  allow 
Mr.  and  Mr.  Weaver  to  receive  the  additional  half  year 
that  I  have  mentioned),  I  cannot,  upon  this  petition, 
opposed  as  it  is  by  them,  dispose  of  the  capital  of  the 
fund  in  question.  All  that  became  due  to  the  petitioner 
up  to  the  time  when  it  was  brought  into  Court,  has  been 


CA8S8   IN   CHANCERY.  737 

paid  to  him.  The  balance  now  due  has  altogether  arisen  1842. 
subsequently.  The  estate  in  respect  of  the  care  and 
management  of  which  it  has  so  arisen^  is  still  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  Courts  and  must  probably  so  remain  for 
some  time  longer^  it  being  unsold.  Whether  at  some 
future  time  the  petitioner's  remaining  balance  may  not, 
if  necessary^  be  paid  out  of  the  corpus  of  the  property,  I 
do  not  now  say,  or  express  an  opinion.  At  present,  I 
cannot  do  more  than  I  have  said.  The  costs  must  be 
reserved  as  before,  with  liberty  to  apply. 


£ 


^J^/^t^^^^    /-A.      *i»    ^X>iL.t>A^.       /^  ^< 


Caldeco'it  t;.  Caldecott.  Augwt  It/. 

1  HIS  cause  came  on  for  hearing  for  further  directions  Reeidaarf  \tx- 
consequential  on  the  decree  of  the  3rd  March,  1842.   (See  of!  tetutor, 

«,te.pp.824,_3251,  Sme^'ofhl."" 

The  Master,  by  his  report  dated  in  July,  1842,  in  sub-  dMft,  itood  in- 

1*11^1  11  •^•i»    ▼csted  in  seen- 

stance  found  that  the  canal  shares  mentioned  in  the  7th  ritiesootrecog. 
schedule  to  his  former  report  were,  at  the  time  of  the  death  c^nrt,  Lving 
of  the  testator,  and  had  since  continued,  fit  and  proper  in-  ^^^ste/w^ 
vestments  for  the  purposes  of  the  testator's  will,  &c.,  until  At  the  period  of 
the  same  should  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate;  the  teatator'a 
but  that,  having  regard  to  the  probable  difficulty  of  dis-  ^^^^^^i^. 
posing  of  them  at  any  time,  it  would  be  proper  that  the  *«J»'  ^  *^« 
same  should  be  sold  as  opportunity  would  allow.    And  he  (not  exceeding 
found  that  the  mortgages,  except  tbe  equitable  mortgage,  be'^d^the  ^ 
were,  at  the  death  of  the  testator,  and  had  since  con-  ^^thrt^ta- 
tinned,  proper  investments,  and  that  it  was  not  advisable  tor's  death,    ^jo^^a 
to  call  them  in ;  and  that,  as  to  the  equitable  mortgage,  it        ^X  x 

was  advisable  to  accept  the  offer  of  the  mortgagor  to  con- 
vert it  into  a  legal  security  upon  certain  terms.  He  also 
found,  that  since  he  had  made  his  former  report  it  had 
been  discovered  that  the  testator  was  possessed  of  five 
diares  and  five  quarters  in  the  Rugby  Gas  Company, 
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1842. 


Caldbcott 

9, 

Caloscott. 


which  had  been  sold  by  the  executors  for  £125,  which 
was  the  best  price,  but  which  had  not  been  yet  paid. 

In  obedience  to  the  directions  of  the  Coart,  the  Master 
likewise  gave  the  respective  valuations  of  certain  property 
mentioned  in  the  decree,  at  the  respective  periods  of  the 
testator's  death,  and  one  year  after  his  death. 


Subject  to  the  declaration  contained  In  the  decree  dated  the  3rd 
March,  1842,  that,  as  hetween  the  income  and  the  capital  of  the 
testator's  estate,  the  income  thereof  ought  to  bear  and  is  liable  to  keep 
down  the  interest  and  other  yearly  payments  mentioned  in  such  decree : 
Declare,  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive  the  interest  which  has  accrued 
from  the  testator's  death  on  the  sums  of  £500,  £2500,  and  £6000,  se- 
cured by  the  mortgages,  and  the  sum  of  £6000  secured  by  the  equitable 
mortgage,  respectively  mentioned  in  the  Master's  report,  and  to  the 
interest  hereafter  to  accrue  thereon  during  the  life  of  the  plaintiff,  or 
until  the  further  order  of  the  Court.  And  as  to  the  shares  in  the  Fire 
and  Life  Insurance  Companies,  and  mortgages  of  Turnpike  Tolls,  men- 
tioned in  the  said  report,  declare  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  so  much 
of  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof  respectively,  which  have  accrued 
and  have  been  received  from  the  time  of  the  said  testator's  death  until 
the  present  time,  as  will  not  exceed  interest  at  £4  per  cent,  per  annum 
during  the  same  period  on  the  sums  ascertained  to  be  the  value  thereof 
respectively  at  the  end  of  one  year  from  the  said  testator's  death,  and  to 
so  much  of  the  dividends  and  interest  thereof  hereafter  to  accrue  and  be 
received,  until  the  same  shall  be  sold  or  got  in,  or  until  the  further  order 
of  the  Court,  as  will  not  exceed  interest  at  the  same  rate  on  the  sums 
ascertained  as  aforesaid  to  be  the  value  thereof.  And  as  to  the  Bank 
Stock,  and  shares  in  the  Rugby  Oas  Company,  which  have  been  sold 
as  in  the  said  report  mentioned,  declare  the  plaintiff  entitied  to  so 
much  of  the  dividends  thereof  accrued  and  received  from  the  said  tes- 
tator's death  until  the  sale  thereof  as  will  not  exceed  interest  at  £4  per 
cent,  per  annum  during  the  same  period  on  the  sum,  as  to  the  said  Bank 
Stock,  ascertained  to  be  the  value  thereof  at  the  end  of  one  year  from 
the  said  testator's  death ;  and  as  to  the  said  Gas  Shares,  in  the  sam  of 
£125,  the  amount  for  which  the  same  was  sold.  And  as  to  the  Canal 
Shares  mentioned  in  the  said  report,  let  the  dividends  of  such  Canal 
Shares  as  have  been  sold,  which  accrued  from  the  said  testator's  death 
until  the  same  were  sold,  and  the  dividends  of  such  of  the  said  Canal 
Shares  as  have  not  been  sold,  which  have  accrued  from  the  said  testator's 
death  until  the  present  time,  be  paid  to  the  plaintiff;  and  let  the  dividends 
of  such  last-mentioned  shares  hereafter  to  accrue  until  the  same  shall  be 
sold,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court,  be  paid  to  the  plaintifl^ 
he  undertaking  to  refund  such  portion  of  any  of  the  dividends  hereby 
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directed  to  be  paid  to  him,  as  the  Court  shall  direct*       •  •  • 

*  *  And  let  such  of  the  Canal  Shares  mentioned  in  the  said 
report  as  have  not  been  sold,  be  sold,  &e.,  and  the  purchase  monies  be 
paid  into  Court.  Let  all  sums  now  standing,  or  hereafter  to  be  paid  in 
to  the  credit  of  this  cause,  be  laid  out,'  &c. ;  and  let  the  dividends  on  all 
Bank  Annuities  now  or  at  any  time  hereafter  to  be  standing  in  the  name 
of  the  said  Accountant-General,  in  trust  in  this  cause,  be  paid  the 
plaintiff  during  his  life,  or  until  the  further  order  of  the  Court, 
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SiLLjcK  v.  Booth. 

The  Reporters  regret  to  find  that  they  have  misapprehended  a  passage 
in  one  of  the  Vice'ChanceUof^s  judgments  in  this  case.  The  passage  in 
question  (see  anU,  p.  125),  should  stand  thus : — 

"  If  the  clause  of  survivorship  does  not  extend  to  accruing  shares,  there 
was  an  intestacy  as  to  James's  share  of  Charles's  share ;  but  James's  ori- 
ginal share  would  go  over  to  Mary  and  Richard.  Then  dies  Richard. 
If  the  clause  does  not  extend  to  Richard's  portion  of  the  shares  of  Charles 
and  James,  Richard's  portion  of  those  shares  would  go  to  Richard's 
representatives,"  &c. 


Barnes  v,  Racster. 

To  the  statement  of  this  case  (see  anUf  p.  404)  it  should  have  been 
added,  that  Mr.  Lee^  amicus  curia,  called  the  attention  of  the  Court  to 
the  case  of  Tttley  v.  Davit  (a). 


(«i)  Vin.  Abr.  Mortgage,  (F).  pi.  20. 


AN 

INDEX 


TO   TBE 


PRINCIPAL    MATTERS. 


ACCOUNT. 

See  Costs,  1 . 

Plea  and  Pleading,  5. 

A  bill  having  been  filed  bj  a  client 
against  the  executrix  of  his  solicitor 
for  an  account  of  all  dealings  and 
transactions  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  testator,  and  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  an  action  brought  by  the  de- 
fendant against  the  plaintiff  to  recover 
£3000  for  money  lent  to  him  by  the 
testator,  the  plaintiff  after  answer  ob- 
tained an  order  for  an  injunction  upon 
the  terms  of  paying  the  money  into 
Court.  Notwithstanding  this  order, 
however,  the  defendant,  under  parti- 
cular circumstances,  went  to  trial,  and 
obtained  a  verdict  for  the  £3000,  up- 
on the  same  evidence  substantially  as 
was  afterwards  used  in  the  suit  in 
equity,  and  which  was  satisfactory  to 
this  Court.  No  appeal  having  been 
made  by  the  defendant  against  the 
order  for  the  injunction: — Held,  that, 
assuming  the  effect  of  that  order  to 
be,  to  bring  the  whole  matter  into 
this  Court,  and,  therefore,  primd 
fade^  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  an  ac- 
count of  the  £3000,  as  well  as  of  all 
other  matters  comprised  in  the  suit, 
yet,  taking  into  consideration  the  ver- 
dict at  law  and  the  evidence  in  equity, 
the  defendant  was  entitled  to  have 
the  £3000  deemed  an  item  in  the  ac- 


count; such  item,  under  the  particu- 
lar circumstances  of  the  case,  bearing 
interest  at  the  rate  of  £4  net  cent 
per  annum*     Abbey  v.  Peiek,       258 

ADMINISTRATION. 

See  Lbttbrs  op  Administration. 
Practicic,  14. 
Presumption,  2. 

ADMISSION  OF  ASSETS. 
See  Pi^EA  AND  Pleading,  3. 

ADVANCEMENT. 

1.  The  purchase  by  a  father,  of 
shares  in  a  joint- stock  bank,  in  the 
name  of  his  son,  held,  under  the  cir«- 
cumstances,  not  to  be  an  advancement 
for  the  son.     Seawin  v.  Seamn,    65 

2.  Evidence  of  declarationa  coupled 
with  acts.  Ibid. 

3.  Parol  evidence  as  to  the  intcn^ 
tions  of  a  testator  by  the  attorney  who 
made  the  will.  Ibid. 

4.  Qvuere,  whether  a  person  having 
a  life  interest  in  a  fund,  with  a  right 
of  consenting  to  the  advancement  of 
children  out  of  the  capital,  destroys 
the  power  of  advancement  by  assign- 
ing the  life  interest?  fFhiimanh  v. 
BobertMon,  715 

AFFIDAVIT. 
See  Practice,  4. 
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AGREEMENT. 

See  Debtor  and  Creditor,  2. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

1 .  Two  young  officers  in  the  army 
sign  and  hand  over  to  each  other  cer- 
tain documents,  by  which  each  charges 
his  real  and  personal  estate  with 
£1000  in  favour  of  the  other,  in  case 
the  other  should  survive  him;  the 
inducement  for  this  undertaking,  as 
expressed  on  each  instrument,  being 
that  the  other  had,  by  an  instrument 
of  even  date,  left  die  writer  the  same 
sum  in  case  the  writer  should  survive 
him.  The  officers  soon  afterwards 
separate,  and  after  the  lapse  of  many 
years,  agree  to  cancel  the  engagement, 
but  die  before  the  mode  of  cancelment 
is  definitively  settled: — Held^  that, 
taking  into  consideration  the  circum- 
stances under  which  the  instruments 
were  made,  and  the  situation  in  life  of 
the  parties,  the  survivor  had  no  purely 
equitable  claim  which  he  could  enforce 
against  the  estate  of  the  other.  Qu^er^, 
whether  he  had  a  legal  claim;  and 
whether,  if  leeal  originally,  it  was  not 
legally  cancelled.      Ryan  v.  Daniel, 

60 

2.  Specific  performance  decreed  of 
a  parol  agreement  deposed  to  by  the 
plaintiff's  witnesses,  but  denied  by 
the  answer;  the  agreement  constitut- 
ing a  material  part  of  the  considera- 
tion for  which  the  plaintiff  had  as- 
signed his  lease  to  the  defendant, 
although  such  consideration  was  not 
expressed  in  the  deed  of  assignment. 
Clifford  y.  Turrell,  138 

3.  Feme  covert  being  entitled  under 
her  marriage  settlement  to  an  interest 
in  the  settled  lands  for  her  separate 
use  for  life,  with  a  power  of  leasing 
for  any  term  not  exceeding  twenty- 
one  years  in  possession,  leased  part 
of  the  lands  for  fourteen  years  to  D., 
and  about  a  year  and  a  half  before 
the  expiration  of  that  lease,  signed 
and  delivered  to  D.  a  written  under- 


taking, by  which  she  engaged,  upon 
the  expiration  of  the  existing  lease, 
to  grant  to  D.  a  new  lease,  upon  the 
same  terms  and  for  the  same  period 
as  before.  The  lease  expired,  and 
D.  continued  in  possession  without 
taking  a  new  lease,  but  doing  acts 
on  the  premises  which  were  solely 
referable  to  the  written  undertaking. 
Afterwards  the  feme  covert  died: — 
Held,  first,  that  the  giving  the  written 
undertaking  was,  under  the  circum- 
stances, a  valid  execution  of  the 
power;  and,  secondly,  that  the  trans- 
action between  the  parties  amounted 
to  an  agreement,  which  was  in  part 
performed  by  the  continuance  of  the 
possession  of  the  tenant  after  the  ex- 
piration of  the  lease,  and  was  there- 
fore capable  of  being  enforced  in  a 
court  of   equity.      Dowell  v.  Dew, 

345 

4.  In  order  to  establish  the  validity 
of  an  agreement  in  a  court  of  equity, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  shew  that  it  was 
binding  on  both  parties  at  the  time 
of  its  being  signed;  it  is  sufficient  if 
an  agreement  signed  by  one  party  be 
afterwards  accepted  and  acted  on  by 
the  other.  Ibid, 

5.  Although  a  lessor  has  power  to 
lease  in  possession  only,  and  not  in 
reversion,  yet  an  agreement  entered 
into  between  lessor  and  lessee,  a  short 
period  before  the  expiration  of  an  ex- 
isting lease,  for  a  renewal  of  the  lease 
upon  the  same  terms  as  before,  is 
reasonable,  and  may  be  enforced  in 
equity,  as  between  the  agreeing  par- 
ties; provided  the  effect  of  the  agree- 
ment is,  that  the  rent  and  covenants 
in  the  renewed  lease  are  conformable 
with  the  terms  of  the  power.      Ilnd, 

6.  The  assignee  of  a  contract  to 
grant  a  lease  (there  being  no  cove- 
nant not  to  assign,  or  the  breach  of 
such  covenant  being  waived)  mav  sus- 
tain a  bill  in  equity  against  the  lessor 
for  specific  performance  of  the  con- 
tract, provided  he  guarantee  to  the 
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lessor  the  responsibQitj  of  the  as- 
signor. Ibid, 

7.  Action  directed  to  be  brought 
with  a  view  of  ascertaining  whether  a 
rent  agreed  to  be  paid  at  a  fature 
period  was^  conformably  with  the 
terms  of  a  settlement,  the  best  rent 
that  could  be  gotten  for  the  property, 
and  whether  certain  circumstances 
amounted  to  a  waiver  of  the  breach 
of  a  covenant  not  to  assign.        Ibid. 

8.  Specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment refused,  the  same  not  having 
been  accepted  by  the  plaintiff  in  due 
time,  nor  any  acceptance  by  him  ever 
notified  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
plaintiff  having,  after  the  defendant 
had  signed  the  agreement,  attempted 
to  vary  the  terms  of  it,  though  he 
ultimately  acquiesced  in  the  defend- 
ant's terms.  Thombury  v.  Bevill,  554 

9.  Outer e^  whether  a  court  of  equity 
will  enforce  the  specific  performance 
of  an  agreement,  that,  upon  the  re- 
tirement of  a  solicitor  from  a  copart- 
nership, the  remaining  partner  shall 
carry  on  the  business  in  the  name  of 
the  retiring  partner.  Ibid. 

10.  Qwcere^  whether  the  signature 
of  an  attorney  to  a  statement  at  the 
foot  of  a  draft  agreement,  signifying 
his  approval  of  the  draft  on  behalf  of 
his  client,' is  a  signature  within  the 


Statute  of  Frauds. 


Ibid. 


AMENDED  BILL. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  12. 

The  mere  fact  of  amending  a  bill 
does  not  of  itself  dissolve  or  discharge 
the  common  injunction,  though  it  may 
furnish  a  ground  for  dissolving  or  dis- 
charging it  on  an  application  for  that 
purpose.    Brooke  v.  Purton,        271 

ANNUITY. 
See  Colonies. 
Will,  11. 
1 .  By  an  indenture,  dated  in  April, 
1810,  an  annuity  was  granted  to  S., 

VOL,  I. 


charged  upon  real  estate,  and  by  an 
indenture  dated  in  April,  1820,  the 
same  property  was  charged  by  the 
same  parties  with  an  annuity  payable 
to  A.  This  annuity  was  void  for 
want  of  a  proper  memorial,  but  until 
the  filing  of  the  bill  it  had  been 
always  treated  as  a  valid  annuity, 
and  in  September,  1821,  A.,  under  a 
proviso  in  his  annuity  deed,  entered 
into  possession  and  receipt  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  estate,  and 
remained  in  undisturbed  possession 
of  them  till  his  death  in  1829,  when 
his  personal  representative  took  pos* 
session.  In  1835,  S.  died,  ana  in 
November,  1839,  his  personal  repre- 
sentative filed  his  bill  to  set  aside  A.'a 
annuity  and  to  establish  his  own. 
The  bill  alleged  that  S.  had  received 
payment  of  his  annuity  down  to  Oc- 
tober, 1820,  and  that  A.  had  obtained 
possession  of  the  premises  under  mis- 
representation. These  allegations, 
however,  were  not  proved  against  A., 
nor  was  it  proved  that  he  ever  had 
notice  of  S.'s  title,  but  the  allegation 
of  payment  was  admitted  by  the 
grantors  of  the  annuity,  who  were 
co-defendants  with  A.  in  the  suit. 
Under  these  circumstances,  and  con« 
sidering  that  S.  had  never  been  in 
possession  of  the  property: —5eW, 
1st.  That,  notwithstanding  the  in- 
firmity of  A.'s  title,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  by 
his  bill.  2ndly.  That  he  was  not,  in 
consequence  of  the  admissions  of  A.'s 
co-defendants,  entitled  to  any  inquiry 
as  against  A.,  with  a  view  to  obviate 
the  effect  of  delay  in  filing  the  bill. 
3rdly.  That  his  bill  must  be  dismissed 
with  costs  as  against  A.,  on  the  ground 
of  length  of  time.  Searle  v.  Colt,  36 
2.  Courts  of  equity  will  give  effect 
to  the  penal  clauses  of  the  annuity 
acts,  not  merely  in  questions  between 
the  grantor  and  the  annuitant,  but  in 
those  between  prior  and  subsequent 
annuitants.  Ibid. 

c  c  c  N.  c.  c. 


744         APPOINTMENT. 


APPOINTMENT. 


3.  The  construction  of  the  stat.  3 
&  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  discussed  with  re- 
ference to  the  right  of  the  grantee  of 
an  annuity  charged  on  land  to  take 
proceedings  to  recover  his  annuity, 
after  twenty  years'  possession  and  re- 
ceipt of  the  rents  and  profits  by  the 
grantor,  punctual  payment  of  the 
annuity,  and  no  acknowledgment  in 
writing  of  the  grantee's  title.      Ibid, 

4.  A  bill  in  equity  may  lie  to  re- 
cover the  arrears  of  an  annuity,  al- 
though, under  the  circumstances,  the 
plaintiff  may  have  no  right  to  call  on 
the  Ck>urt  to  direct  security  to  be 
granted  for  payment  of  such  annuity. 
ClifordY.Turrell,  138 

ANSWER. 
See  Flea  and  Pleading,  3,  4,  5. 
Practice,  2,  10, 
Principal  AND  Agent,  1. 

APPEARANCE. 
See  Practice,  3,  13,  17. 

APPOINTMENT. 
1.  By  a  marriage  settlement  of 
1791,  certain  estates  at  B.  were 
charged  with  the  sum  of  £10,000  for 
portions  for  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, in  equal  shares;  and  by  the 
same  instrument  power  was  given  to 
substitute  for  those  estates  other  es- 
tates of  equal  value,  as  a  fund  for 
raising  those  portions.  By  a  deed  of 
1811,  the  settlor  covenanted  that  as 
soon  as  estates  at  H.  were  disincum- 
bered,  he  would  charge  them,  in  sub- 
stitution for  the  other  estates,  with 
the  payment  of  £10,000  for  portions, 
under  the  same  Umitations  as  had 
been  expressed  in  the  settlement,  and 
would  also  further  charge  the  same 
estates  at  H.  with  the  sum  of  £30,000 
for  the  younger  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, to  be  paid  to  them  in  such 
shares  and  proportions  as  he  the  set- 
tlor should  by  deed  or  will  appoint. 
By  a  deed  of  1816  (which  was  a  ge- 


neral conveyance  of  all  the  settlor's 
estates  in  trust  for  payment  of  his 
debts)^  reciting  amongst  other  things 
that  the  settlor  had  not  then  per- 
formed the  covenant  contained  in  the 
deed  of  [81 1,  it  was  declared  that  the 
trustee  of  that  deed  should  hold  the 
estates  at  H.,  or  otherwise  convey  the 
same  to  the  trustees  of  the  settlement 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  por- 
tions according  to  the  deed  of  1811. 
And  by  a  deed  of  1816,  reciting  the 
former  deeds,  the  trustees  of  the  deed 
of  trust,  by  the  direction  of  the  set- 
tlor, conveyed  the  estates  at  H.  to  the 
trustee  of  the  settlement,  upon  trust, 
after  the  death  of  the  settlor,  to  raise 
£10,000  in  lieu  and  satisfaction  of 
the  £10,000  under  the  settlement,  in 
trust  for  ail  and  eveiy  the  children  of 
the  marriage,  under  the  same  limita- 
tions as  were  contained  in  the  settle- 
ment, and  upon  trust  to  raise  the 
further  sum  of  £30,000  for  all  and 
every  the  children  of  the  marriage 
except  the  eldest  eon  /.,  in  the  same 
manner  in  all  respects,  excluding  the 
said  J;  fts  by  the  indenture  of  settle- 
ment was  declared  concerning  the 
sum  of  £10,000  thereby  directed  to 
be  raised: — Held,  that  the  deed  of 
1817  was  a  complete  execution  of  the 
power  of  appointing  the  £30,000 
contained  in  the  deed  of  1811;  and, 
consequently,  that  the  younger  chil- 
dren of  the  marriage  who  were  living 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  of  1817  were  entitled  to  the 
£30,000  in  equal  shares.  Armytage 
V.  Armytage,  461 

2.  A  father  executed  a  power  of 
appointment,  under  which  his  four 
younger  children,  B.,  C,  D.,  and  E., 
became  entitled,  subject  to  his  life 
interest,  to  £30,000  in  equal  shares. 
The  father  afterwards,  by  several  in- 
struments of  appointment,  affected  to 
appoint  the  whole  fund  to  B.,  C,  and 
D.,  in  the  following  shares;  viz.  to 
B.  £13,000,  to  C.  £5000,  and  to  D« 
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£12,000.  E.9  who  was  a  son,  died 
in  his  father's  lifetime  intestate  and 
without  issue;  whereupon  his  share 
devolved  to  the  father.  After  E.'s 
decease,  the  father,  with  a  view  to 
support  the  subsequent  appointments, 
executed  a  deed-poU,  declaring  that 
the  original  appointment  under  which 
the  children  took  equally  was  made 
by  mistake  :*-i?e/^,  that  though  the 
subsequent  appointments  were  in« 
valid,  so  far  as  related  to  the  shares 
of  B.,  C,  and  D.,  yet  as  regarded  the 
share  of  £.,  the  father  was  bound  by 
the  statement  in  the  deed-poll;  and 
that  £/s  share,  amounting  to  £7,500, 
must  be  apportioned  between  B.  and 
D.,  in  satisfaction  pro  tanio  of  the 
losses  which,  through  the  invalidity 
of  the  subsequent  appointments,  had 
been  sustained  by  their  respective 
shares.  Ibid, 

3.  By  a  post-nuptial  marriage  set- 
tlement, property  in  the  funds  belong- 
ing to  the  wife,  was  settled  in  trust 
for  the  husband  and  wife  for  their 
lives  and  the  hfe  of  the  survivor,  and 
then  for  such  one  or  more  exduslTely 
of  the  others  or  other  of  the  children 
of  the  marriage,  in  such  parts  and 
shares,  &c.  as  the  wife  should  by  deed 
or  will  appoint.  There  were  four 
children  of  the  marriage.  The  hus- 
band died,  and  the  wife  appointed  the 
whole  fund,  and  assigned  her  life  in- 
terest therein  to  the  eldest  child,  a 
daughter,  who  had  attained  the  age  of 
twenty*one,  but  who,  together  with 
the  other  children,  was  living  with 
her  mother: — Held,  that  the  appoint- 
ment and  assignment  were  valid,  and 
a  trustee  refusing  to  join  in  the  trans- 
fer of  the  fund,  pursuant  to  the  ap- 
pointment, was  not  allowed  his  costs 
of  a  suit  brought  against  him  by  the 
daughter  to  compel  the  transfer, 
though,  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  he  was  not  decreed  to  pay 
the  costs  of  the  suit,  Campbell  v. 
Home,  664 


APPORTIONMENT. 
See  Appointment,  2. 
Tithes,  4. 

APPROPRIATION. 
Bee  EXECT7TOR,  2, 

ARBITRATION. 
See  Joint  Stock  Company,  7. 

ASSETS. 
See  Escheat. 
Lunatic. 
Parties. 
Plea  and  Pleabino,  3. 

ASSIGNMENT. 
See  Advancement,  4. 
Agreement,  6. 
Executor,  2. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  7* 

ATTACHMENT. 
See  Practice,  4,  5. 

ATTORNEY. 
See  Agreement,  8,  9,  10. 
Evidence,  1. 

ATTORNEY  AND  CLIENT. 
See  Account. 

.     AWARD. 
See  Joint  Stock  Company. 

BANK  OF  ENGLAND. 
See  Practice,  1. 

BANKERS. 
iSfee  Joint  Stock  Company,  1. 

BANKRUPT  AND  BANK- 
RUPTCY, 
jS^eff  Official  Assignee.  • 
Practice,  19, 
Revivor. 
Supplemental  Bill. 

BARON  AND  FEME. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 
Policy  of  Insurance,  1. 
c  c  c2 
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CHARTTT. 


COLONIES. 


BILL  OF  DISCOVERY. 

In  a  snit  instituted  against  the 
Corporation  of  London  for  discoverj, 
in  aid  of  a  defence  to  a  bill  brought 
by  them  for  an  account  of  certain  al- 
leged dues  to  which  they  claimed  a 
title  by  prescription,  the  corporation 
admitted  the  possession  of  certain 
charters,  books,  and  documents  relat- 
ing to  the  matters  in  question,  which 
they  alleged  formed  part  of  their  title, 
and  were  intended  to  be  used  as  evi- 
dence  against  the  plaintiffs,  but  which 
they  did  not  with  sufficient  precision 
deny  might  form  part  of  the  plaintiffs' 
title,  or  contain  matter  impeaching 
their  own  defence: — Held^  that  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  bill  of  discoveij  were 
entitled  to  the  production  of  such 
documents.  Combe  v.  Corporation  of 
London,  G31 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  Statute  op  Limitations,  4,  7. 

BOND. 

See  Debtor  akd  Creditor,  3,  4. 
Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

BOUNDARIES. 
See  Colonies,  2. 

BREACH  OP  COVENANT. 
See  Agreement,  7. 

BREACH  OP  TRUST. 

See  Poor  Rate. 

Trust  and  Trustee. 

CHARITY. 
1.  Testatrix  bequeathed  a  legacy  to 
her  executors,  to  be  settled  by  them, 
so  that  the  interest  mii^ht  tie  yearly 
paid  to  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
O.: — Held,  that  it  was  a  misapplica- 
tion of  the  legacy  to  give  it  to  the 
funds  of  a  charity  which  extended 
over  other  parishes  besides  that  of  0., 


and  which  was  regukted  by  a  deed 
givbig  absolute  control  over  the  le- 
gacy to  the  directors  of  and  sab* 
scribers  to  the  charity.  Attorney* 
General  v.  BrandretK  200 

2.  Scheme  directed,  without  a  re- 
ference. Ibid, 

3.  Where  a  charity  had  been  insti- 
tuted for  the  common  benefit  of  a  pa- 
rish, and  the  parishioners,  on  an  infor- 
mation filed  for  the  regulation  of  the 
charity,  agreed  that  education  should 
form  part  of  the  scheme;  the  Court, 
although  the  parishioners  were  of  Ta- 
rious  religious  denominations,  revised 
to  sanction  a  system  of  education,  in 
which  it  was  proposed  that  particular 
selections  from  the  Scriptures  should 
be  read,  and  the  schools  should  be 
dosed  on  Sundays,  and  in  which  no 
special  provision  was  made  for  the  re- 
ligious creed  of  the  schoolmaster. 
Attomey-General  v.  CuUumj        411 

4.  Courts  of  equity!  n  this  country 
will  not  sanction  any  system  of  edu- 
cation in  which  religion  is  not  in- 
cluded, and  where  education  is  to  be 
provided  for  Christians  of  different 
denominations,  there,  by  reason  of  the 
necessity  of  teaching  religion  accord- 
ing to  particular  tenets,  and  the  diffi- 
culty of  teaching  different  persons 
according  to  different  tenets,  instruc- 
tion according  to  the  doctrines  of  the 
Church  of  England  must  prevail;  but 
provision  will  be  made,  as  far  as  pos- 
sible, for  the  exerdse  of  conscientious 
scruples  on  the  part  of  Dissenters. 

Ibid. 

CHOSE  IN  ACTION. 
See  Husband  and  Wife, 

COLONIES. 

See  WiLi^  23. 

1 .  The  Courts  of  this  country,  in 

dealing  with  real  property  in  Jamaica, 

will  be  guided  by  the  law  of  evidence 

in  Jamaica.    Tulloch  v.  Hartley,  1 14 


CONVERSION. 


COSTS. 
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2.  A  court  of  equity  in  England 
will  entertain  a  bill  to  settle  the  boun- 
daries of  real    estates  in   Jamaica. 

Ibid. 

CONCURRENT  SUITS. 
See  Practice^  15, 16. 

CONDITIONS  OP  SALE. 
See  Vendor  and  Purchaser^  4, 9. 

CONSIGNEE. 
See  Colonies. 

1.  The  consignee  of  a  West  India 
estate,  who  had,  out  of  his  own  mo- 
nies, made  payments  on  account  of 
an  annuity  charged  on  the  estate,  was 
held  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  such 
payments  out  of  compensation  money 
which  had  been  awarded  under  the 
act  for  the  abolition  of  slavery.  Shaw 
v.  Simpeon^  732 

2.  Queer e^  whether  such  a  consig- 
nee has  a  Uen  on  the  corpus  of  the 
estate  for  monies  expended  by  him  in 
its  cultivation?  Ibid. 

CONSTRUCTION  OF  ACTS  OP 
PARLIAMENT. 

See  Annuity,  2,  3. 

Joint  Stock  Company,  6. 
Legacy  and  Legatee,  1. 
Mortgagor  &  Mortgagee,  3. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  6. 
Practice,  1,  19.    * 
Statute  of  Limitations,  1, 2, 
3,  4,  5,  6. 

CONTRACT. 

See  Agreement. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

CONTRIBUTION. 
See  Practice,  18. 

CONVERSION. 
SeeVfiiA^  9,  10, 19. 


CORPORATION  OP  LONDON. 
See  Bill  of  Discovery. 

COSTS. 
£^ee  Appointment. 

Mortgagor  andMortgagee,  1 . 
Practice,  10, 1 1,  14,  18. 
Principal  and  Agent,  2. 

1.  In  a  suit  to  restrain  the  piracy 
of  a  literaiy  work,  a  plaintiff,  who  in 
opposition  to  the  defendant's  denial 
of  his  title,  ohtains  an  injunction,  is 
entitled  to  an  answer  £rom  the  de- 
fendant, for  the  purpose  of  having  his 
title  admitted,  (in  case,  hy  arrange- 
ment hetween  the  parties,  the  title  is 
not  established  at  law) ;  and  also,  of 
having  an  account  from  the  defendant 
of  the  profits  made  by  the  sale  of  the 
spurious  work.  The  plaintiff,  there- 
fore, under  such  circumstances,  is  en- 
titled to  the  costs  of  the  suit,  includ- 
ing the  answer,  as  between  party  and 
party;  and  if  by  the  refusal  of  the 
defendant  to  pay  those  costs,  the 
plaintiff  is  compelled  to  bring  his 
cause  to  a  hearing,  he  will  be  entitled 
to  the  whole  costs  of  thci  suit,  as  be- 
tween party  and  party,  although  at 
the  hearing  he  may  waive  the  account. 
And  the  plaintiff's  equity  in  this  re- 
spect will  not  be  affected  by  his  hav- 
ing offered  to  waive  his  right  to  an 
answer,  with  a  view  to  obtain  terms 
more  beneficial  to  himself  than  the 
Court  would,  under  any  circumstances, 
accord  to  him;  as,  for  instance,  with 
a  view  to  receive  costs  as  between 
solicitor  and  client.  Kelly  v.  Hooper^ 

197 

2.  Trustees  of  the  separate  estate 
of  a  married  woman  decreed  to  pay 
the  costs  of  a  suit  instituted  to  compel 
them  to  transfer  the  fund  into  her 
name.     Thorby  v.  Teats,  438 

3.  Extra  costs  occasioned  by  an  in- 
fant being  made  a  defendant,  who 
ought  to  have  been  made  a  plaintiff, 
not  allowed.  Hoekingy.NiehoUe^  478 
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DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 


4.  Trustees  who  had  declined  to 
transfer  a  fund  to  an  assignee  on  the 
ground  of  an  alleged  fraud  in  the  as- 
signment, were  held  entitled  to  their 
costs  as  between  solicitor  and  client, 
although  the  assignment  was  decreed 
to  be  carried  into  execution;  there 
being  some  circumstances  of  suspicion 
attending  the  assignment,  particularly 
a  variance  between  the  consideration 
expressed  in  the  deed  and  the  actual 
consideration.  Whitmarsh  ▼•  JBo- 
bertson,  438 

COURT  OP  BANKRUPTCY. 
See  pRACTiCK,  19. 

CURATE.    - 
See  Tithes. 

DEBTOR  AND  CREDITOR. 
See  Heir-at-Law. 
Interrogatories. 
Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 
Plea  and  Pleading^  6^  11. 
Practice,  12. 
Principal  and  Surety,  1. 
Statute  or  Limitations,  5,  6, 
7,8. 

1.  Testator  devises  all  his  real  es- 
tate in  trust  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  At  the  time  o^  making  his 
will  he  is  tenant  in  fee  of  several  es- 
tates, and  tenant  in  tail,  with  remain- 
ders over,  with  remainder  to  himself 
in  fee,  of  an  estate  called  B.,  of  which 
he  aflerwards  suffers  a  recovery  and 
dies  without  republishmg  his  will. 
QvarCf  whether,  in  the  administra- 
tion of  his  assets,  the  estate  B.  is 
applicable  to  the  payment  of  his  spe> 
ciflJty  creditors  before  the  devised 
estates.     Fickera  y,  Oliver,         211 

2.  J.  S.,  under  the  belief  that  he 
had  the  fee-simple  in  an  estate  sub- 
ject to  a  life  interest  in  his  mother, 
conveyed  all  his  interest  to  trustees 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The 
conveyance  contained  covenants  for 
title  and  for  further  assurance.    It 


turned  out  that  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
veyance the  motherhad  the  fee-simple, 
which  upon  her  death  descended  to 
J.  S..«a4er  heir-at-law: — Held,  that, 
although  no  estate  passed  by  the  con- 
veyance, yet  the  transaction  amounted 
to  a  contract  for  sale  of  the  specific 
estate,  and  that  J.  S.,  unless  he  could 
set  aside  the  contract  for  fraud,  was 
in  equity  compellable  to  cany  it  into 
execution.  Smith  v.  Baker,  223 
3.  On  the  marriage  of  A.  and  B., 
the  fortune  of  B.,  which  consisted 
partly  of  a  sum  of  money  due  from 
C.  to  D.,  and  secured  by  the  bond  of 
C,  was  settled  on  the  intended  hus- 
band and  wife  and  their  issue.  The 
bond  was  not  referred  to  in  the  settle- 
ment, but  the  wife's  fortunewas  therein 
stated  to  have  been  paid  to  the  trus- 
tees; and  power  was  reserved  to  the 
trustees  to  lend  the  wife's  fortune  to 
A.,  the  husband,  on  his  personi^i  se- 
curity. The  marriage  took  efiect,  and 
some  years  afterwards  the  son  of  A. 
and  B.  filed  his  bill  against  G.  to  re- 
cover the  money  due  upon  the  bond, 
alleging  thatC.  with  knowledge  of  the 
existence  of  the  settlement,  and  that 
according  to  its  provisions  the  money 
ought  tohavebeen  paid  to  the  trustees, 
wrongfully  paid  the  money  to  A.,  who 
had  wasted  it  and  become  bankrupt. 
In  support  of  the  allegation  as  to  C.'s 
knowledge  of  the  provisions  of  the 
settlement,  the  plaintiff  gave  some 
general  evidence  connecting  him  with 
that  instrument :  as  that  he  was  bro- 
ther-in-law of  B.,  that  the  parties 
married  from  his  house,  that  he  was 
spoken  to  on  the  subject  of  the  settle- 
ment, that  it  was  prepared  by  hia 
attorney,  and  that  he  was  present 
when  it  was  read  over  previously  to 
execution;  but  the  bond  was  not  pro- 
duced, nor  was  there  any  proof  of  its 
existence,  andC.  by  his  answer  (which 
was  in  evidence)  averred  that  it  had 
been  long  since  satisfied: — Held, 
under  these  drcumstanccs^  that  the 
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EVIDENCE. 
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plaintiff  could  jAot  recover  fVom  C.  the 
amount  of  the  hond.   Base  t.  Clarke^ 

534 

4.  An  equitable  title  to  money  se- 
cured by  bond  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  party  interested  to  sue 
the  obligor  in  equity  for  payment  of 
the  money.  Ibid, 

5 .  Before  a  payment  by  a  debtor  to» 
or  under  the  direction  of|  his  legal 
creditor,  can  be  impeached  or  avoided 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  debtor,  it  must 
be  shewn  clearly  either  that  the  debtor 
was  subjected  to  the  obligation  of 
seeing  to  some  particular  mode  of  ap* 
plication  of  the  money,  which  was  not 
pursued,  or  that  the  debtor  having 
notice  of  circumstances  rendering  it 
inequitable  for  the  legal  creditor  to 
receive  or  direct  the  payment,  could 
reasonably  and  with  safety  have  avoid- 
ed making  the  payment.  Ibid. 

DEEDS  AND  DOCUMENTS. 

See  Production  ov  Deeds  and 

DOCTTMENTS. 

DEMURRER. 

See  Plea  and  Pleading,  6. 
PoAcncs,  10. 

DEVASTAVIT. 
iSftftf  ExECxnroR,  1. 

DEVISE. 
See  Will. 

DISCLAIMER. 
See  Official  Assignee. 

DISCOVERY. 

See  Bill  of  Discovery. 

Partner  and  Partnership,  1 . 

DISMISSAL  OF  BILL. 
iSieff  Practice,  11. 
Revivor.  . . . 
Supplemental  Bill. 


DISSENTER. 
See  Charity,  3,  4. 

DISTRINGAS. 
5tfe  Practice,  1. 

EDUCATION. 

See  Charity,  3,  4. 
Infant. 

ELECTION. 

Upon  the  construction  of  a  will, 
held,  that  the  widow  of  a  testator 
was  bound  to  elect  between  the  be- 
nefits given  her  by  the  will  and  free- 
bench  in  part  of  the  devised  estates. 
Taylor  v.  Taylor,  727 

ESCHEAT. 

A.  died  intestate,  unmarried,  and 
illegitimate,  having  mortgaged  his  real 
estates  to  B.  for  500  years,  and  hav- 
ing subsequentlv  mortgaged  them  to 
B.  for  an  additional  sum,  by  deposit 
of  the  title-deeds.  The  fee-simple 
was  not  worth  the  mortgage  money: 
— Held,  nevertheless,  that  the  mort- 
gagor could  not  be  deemed  a  bare 
trustee  for  the  mortgagee  within  the 
Stat.  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  23,  s.  2,  so  as 
to  deprive  the  Crown  of  the  equity  of 
redemption;,  but  it  was  ordered,  that 
the  estate  should  be  sold  in  the  ad- 
ministration of  assets,  and  B.  declared 
a  purchaser,  with  liberty  to  apply  to 
the  Crown  for  a  grant  of  the  fee- 
simple.     Boffers  v.  Maule^  4 

EVIDENCE. 

See  Advancement,  1, 2, 3. 
Annuity,  3. 
Colonies,  1. 

Letters  of  Administration. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  4,  5, 8. 
Practice,  2, 3, 4, 6,  12. 
Presumption,  1,  2. 
Principal  AND  Surety,  1. 
Vendor  andPurcha6£R,3,  4,6. 
Will,  1,  20,  21. 
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EXECUTOR. 


FEME  COVERT. 


1.  Entries  in  the  books  of  the  de- 
ceased attorney  of  the  defendant  ad- 
mitted as  evidence  for  the  plaintiff  in 
a  bill  of  foreclosure^  to  prove  that  the 
whole  mortgage  money  had  been  paid 
to  the  defendant,  and  that  there  was 
no  usury;  such  entries,  though  not 
against  the  interest  of  the  attorney, 
being  found  in  an  account  in  which 
there  were  entries  against  his  interest, 
Clark  V.  Wilmot,  53 

2.  Where  there  is  one  considerar 
tion  stated  in  a  deed,  proof  may  be 
given  of  any  other  consideration  which 
did  take  place,  and  which  is  not  in 
contradiction  to  the  instrument;  and 
it  is  not  in  contradiction  to  the  in- 
strument to  prove  a  larger  considera- 
tion than  that  which  is  stated.  Clif- 
ford y.  Turrell,  138 

3.  On  a  bill  by  a  married  woman 
against  her  trustees  to  obtain  a  trans- 
fer of  her  separate  property,  it  is  not 
in  ordinary  cases  necessary  to  prove 
the  marriage.    Thorhy  v.  Yeata,    438 

4.  The  court  refused  to  admit  se- 
condary evidence  of  a  declaration  of 
trust,  diere  being  strong  circumstan- 
tial evidence  to  shew  that  the  original 
instrument  was  not  stamped.  Eoae 
T.  Clarke,  534 

EXECUTOR. 
See  Parties,  I . 

Plea  and  Pleading,  3. 
1 .  On  a  bill  filed  against  an  execu- 
tor, seeking  to  charge  him  in  respect 
of  devastavits  committed  by  his  co- 
executor,  who  had  died,  the  defendant, 
by  his  answer,  denied  that  he  had 
ever  interfered  in  the  testator's  affairs 
in  the  life-time  of  the  co-executor; 
and  it  was  admitted  that  he  had  not 
proved  the  will  till  the  death  of  that 
executor: — Held,  nevertheless,  upon 
the  evidence  of  two  witnesses,  speak- 
ing to  different  facts,  but  corroborated 
by  circumstances,  more  especially  by 
the  fact  of  a  composition  deed  having 
been  executed  by  the  surviving  execu- 


tor  with  the  executor  of  the  deceased, 
that  there  was  a  sufficient  ground  for 
inquiring  into  the  acts  of  the  sur- 
viving executor.  The  Court  accord- 
ingly directed  special  enquiries  on  the 
subject.    Jamea  v.  Frearson,       370 

2.  Testator  bequeathed  to  A.  and 
B.,  two  of  his  three  executors,  so  much 
money  as  would  purchase  £6666  con- 
sols, which  stock  he  directed  should 
stand  in  their  joint  names,  upon  trust 
to  pay  the  dividends  to  C.  for  life; 
the  capital,  after  C/s  death,  to  sink 
into  the  residue.  He  then,  out  of  the 
residue,  gave  several  pecuniary  lega- 
cies, amongst  which  was  a  legacy  of 
£5000  to  B.,  and  bequeathed  the  sur- 
plus residue  to  D.  Upon  the  death 
of  the  testator,  A.  and  B.  purchased 
the  consols,  pursuant  to  the  directions 
of  the  will.  A.  afterwards  died«  and 
then  B.  sold  out  the  stock,  and  ap* 
plied  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use: — 
Held,  that  quoad  B.  no  appropriation 
was  made  of  the  stock,  so  as  to  sepa- 
rate it  from  the  residue,  and  conse- 
quently, that  C.  and  D.  were  entitled 
to  be  reimbursed  rateably  out  of  B.'s 
legacy  of  £5000  the  losses  which 
they  had  respectively  bcurred  by 
means  ofB.*s  breach  of  trust.  Morris 
V.  Livie.  380 

3.  If  an  executor  assigns  his  rever- 
sionary legacy,  the  assignee  takes  it 
subject  to  the  equities  which  attached 
to  tne  executor;  and  therefore,  if  the 
latter,  though  subsequently  to  the 
assignment,  wastes  the  testator's  as- 
sets, the  assignee  cannot  receive  the 
legacy  till  satisfaction  has  been  made 
for  the  breach  of  trust.  Jind» 


EXTINGUISHMENT 
CHARGES. 
See  Will,  23. 
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FEME  COVERT. 
See  Agreement,  3. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
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FORECLOSUBJS. 
See  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

FOREIGNER. 
See  Joint  Stock  Company. 

FREEBENCH, 

See  Election. 

HEIR-AT-LAW. 

See  Issue^  Devisayit  vel  non. 

Real  estate  in  India  being  made  by 
statute  personal  assets  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debts  of  a  deceased  deb- 
tor, it  is  unnecessary  to  make  the 
debtor's  heir-at-law  a  party  to  a  suit 
instituted  for  the  administration  of 
the  assets.     Story  v.  Fry,  603 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Appointment. 

Costs,  3>  4. 

Debtor  and  Creditor,  2^  3,  4. 

Evidence,  3. 

Policy  of  Assurance,  1. 
1 .  By  a  settlement  executed  upon 
the  marriage  of  A.  with  B.,  the  daugh- 
ter of  W.,  trusts  were  declared  of  two 
several  sums  of  £5000,  whereof  one 
was  secured  by  the  bond  of  W.,  and 
the  other  by  the  covenant  of  A.,  and 
each  was  made  payable  to  the  trus- 
tees of  the  settlement  within  six 
months  after  the  death  of  the  settlor; 
and,  as  a  further  security  for  pay- 
ment of  the  latter  sum,  A.  assigned 
to  the  trustees  certain  policies  of  as- 
surance, which  he  had  effected  on  his 
own  life,  to  the  value  of  the  principal 
money  comprised  in  his  covenant. 
The  trusts  declared  of  the  former  sum 
were  for  B.  for  life,  for  her  separate 
use,  and  after  her  death  for  A.  for  life, 
and  after  the  death  of  both,  and  in 
default  of  children  of  the  marriage, 
for  the  benefit  of  B.'s  estote.  The 
trusts  of  the  latter  sum  were  for  B. 
for  life,  and  after  her  death,  failing 
children  of  the  marriage,  for  the  exe« 


cutors,  administrators,  and  assigns  of 
A.  After  the  marriage  A.  became 
bankrupt,  having  up  to  that  time  paid 
the  premiums  on  the  policies  of  as- 
surance. Under  his  bankruptcy  the 
trustees  proved  for  the  value  of  his 
covenant,  and  invested  the  dividend 
received  under  that  proof  in  the  pur« 
chase  of  £43 1  consols.  At  the  same 
time  W.  purchased  of  A.'s  assignees 
all  A.'s  interest  in  the  settlement, 
and  took  from  them  an  assignment  of 
that  interest.  A.  afterwards  died: 
whereupon  the  trustees  received  the 
produce  of  the  policies,  and  invested 
it  in  £5992  consols.  Ultimately, 
W.  became  bankrupt  and  died: — 
Held,  that,  notwithstanding  that  the 
interest  of  W.  in  the  trust  funds  did 
not  arise  from  the  settlement,  but  by 
purchase  and  assignment  from  A.'s 
assignees,  the  assignees  of  W.  could 
take  no  interest  in  the  £5992  stock, 
without  first  satisfying  the  trustees  of 
the  settlement  what  was  due  to  them 
in  respect  of  W.'s  bond  for  £5000. 
And  quare,  whether,  notwithstanding 
the  assignment  to  W.  of  A.'s  interest 
under  ^e  settlement,  A/s  assignees 
had  not  a  right  to  recall  the  dividend 
which  produced  the  £431  consols? 
Burridge  v.  RoWy  583 

2.  A.'s  assignees  having  disclaimed 
in  Court  all  interest  in  the  £431  con- 
sols:— Heldy  that  the  trustees  of  the 
settlement  having  acquired  possession 
of  that  sum  in  the  character  of  trus- 
tees, were  entitled  to  retain  such  pos- 
session for  the  purposes  of  the  set- 
tlement until  full  satisfaction  should 
be  made  of  what  was  due  to  them  in 
respect  of  W.'s  bond  for  £5000. 
Ibid. 

3.  By  a  clause  in  a  marriage  set- 
tlement, trustees  were  empowered  and 
required,  at  the  request  in  writing  of 
the  wife,  to  advance  part  of  the  trust- 
monies  to  the  husband  on  the  security 
of  his  bond.  After  the  marriage  the 
husband  was  arrested,  went  to  prison. 
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and  took  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act.  The  wife  then  applied 
to  the  trustee  for  a  loan  to  the  hus* 
band,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
settlement :  — Held,  that  such achange 
had  taken  place  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  husband,  as  rendered  the  dause 
inapplicable  to  him,  and  consequently 
that  the  trustee  was  justified  in  refus- 
ing to  lend  the  money.  Bom  t.  Ood- 
sail,  617 

4.  Qu€ere,  whether  the  assignment 
by  a  husband  of  the  dividends  of  a 
fund  to  which  his  wife  is  entitled  for 
her  life,  carries  the  dividends  which 
may  accrue  in  her  lifetime  after  his 
decease?       WMtmarah  v.  Robertson, 

715 

ILLEGITIMATE  CHILDREN. 
See  Voluntary  Settlement. 

INCUMBRANCE. 
See  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

INFANT. 

See  Practice. 
Receiver,  1. 
A  father,  by  will,  directed  that  his 
son  should  be  brought  up  by  certain 
persons,  whom  he  named  guardiaus, 
in  the  Roman  Catholic  faith.  The 
fortune  left  to  the  child  by  the  father 
was  veiy  small,  and  he  was  main- 
tained alternately  by  Roman  Catholic 
and  Protestant  relations,  without  any 
interference  on  the  part  of  the  guar* 
dians,  till  he  was  about  fifteen,  when 
the  I^testant  relation  with  whom  he 
lived  died.  It  appeared,  that  he  had 
been  brought  up  principally  as  a  Pro* 
testant;  and  it  was  alleged,  that  he 
preferred  the  Protestant  faith.  The 
Court,  under  the  special  circumstan- 
ces of  the  case,  undertook  to  see  the 
infant  before  making  an  order  as  to 
the  mode  of  his  education  and  main- 
tenance.    fFhitty  V.  Marshally      68 


INJUNCTION. 
See  Amended  Bill. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  15. 
Practice,  19. 

Ill  an  action  at  law,  the  defendant 
paid  into  the  court  of  law  the  sum 
demanded  in  the  action,  and  filed  his 
bill  in  equity  to  restrain  the  action, 
and  obtained  the  common  injunction 
restraining  the  plaintiff  at  law  from 
proceeding  to  execution.  The  plam- 
tiff  at  law  having  tried  the  action  and 
obtained  a  ver£ct,  applied  for  and 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  shew  cause 
why  the  money  paid  into  the  court  of 
law  should  not  be  paid  out  to  him: — 
Held,  that  this  proceeding  was  a  step 
towards  execution,  and  was  a  breach 
of  the  injunction.    Brooks  v.  Purton, 

274 

INSOLVENT  ACT. 

See  Husband  and  Wife,  3. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  6. 
Practice,  11. 

INTEREST  OF  MONEY. 
See  Statute  op  Limitations,  1,  2. 
Residuary  personal  estate  of  a  tes- 
tator, which,  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
stood  invested  in  securities  not  re- 
cognized by  this  Court,  having  been 
valued  by  the  Master  as  at  the  period 
of  one  year  after  the  testator's  death, 
the  Court  ordered  the  interest  on  the 
value  so  taken  (not  exceeding  41. 
per  cent.)  to  be  paid  to  the  tenant  for 
life  from  the  testator's  death.  Cal^ 
deeott  V.  Caldecott,  737 

INTERROGATORIES. 
Under  the  usual  decree  in  a  cre- 
ditors' suit,  the  Master  allowed  an  in- 
terro^tory  to  be  exhibited  for  the 
exammation  of  the  administratrix, 
which  was  in  very  special  terms,  con- 
taining enquiries  not  suggested  by  the 
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pleadingSi  as  to  monies  which  she 
had  not  received,  and  why  the  same 
had  not  been  received.  The  interro- 
gatoiy  was  disallowed.  Hopkinwn  t. 
Bagater,  13 

INTESTACY. 

See  Letters  of  Administration. 
Presumption,  2. 

ISSUE,  DEVISAVIT  VEL  NON. 

Bill  bj  devisees  against  an  heir-at- 
law,  alleging  suppression  bj  the  heir 
of  the  testator's  will,  and  praying  de- 
livery up  of  the  premises.  No  case 
of  suppression  was  made  at  the  hear- 
ing, but  the  plaintiffs  shewed  dis- 
tinctly that  the  will  under  which  they 
claimed  had  existed,  and  was  in  the 
house  of  the  testatrix  within  two 
years  before  her  death,  during  which 
two  years  the  heir-at-law,  with  his 
family,  had  been  living  in  the  house : — 
Held,  that  this  was  a  case  for  an 
inquiry,  and  for  an  issue  as  to  whether 
the  testatrix  did  devise  the  lands  in 
manner  alleged.     Smith  v.  Spencer, 

75 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

1.  By  one  of  the  clauses  in  a  deed  of 
settlement  on  the  formation  of  a  joint- 
stock  banking  company  it  was  pro- 
vided, ''that  all  debts  due  to  the  Com- 
pany by  or  on  the  part  of  any  pro- 
prietor in  respect  of  cash  advances  or 
otherwise,  should  at  all  times  and  in 
all  cases  be  the  first  and  paramount 
lien  on  all  the  shares  and  stock  of 
such  proprietor;  and  the  directors 
were  empowered  to  cancel,  extinguish, 
and  declare  forfeited,  or  to  seS  and 
dispose  of  such  shares,  either  wholly 
or  in  part,  as  the  case  might  require, 
by  way  of  or  towards  satisfaction  or 
liquidation  of  such  debts;  and  that 
every  such  person  should  thenceforth 
cease  to  be  a  proprietor  of  the  com- 


pany, or  to  retain  any  interest  therein 
in  respect  of  the  shares  so  cancelled, 
extbguished,  and  declared  to  be  for- 
feited, or  so  to  be  sold  or  disposed  of 
as  aforesaid  .*'  A  holder  of  1 000  shares 
being  indebted  to  the  bank  for  cash 
advances,  a  notice  dated  the  30th 
May,  1837,  was  given  to  the  share- 
holder, that  unless  he  redeemed  the 
1000  shares  by  payment  of  the  balance 
of  his  account  with  the  bank  on  or 
before  the  13  th  day  of  Jime,  the  di- 
rectors would  on  that  day  proceed, 
under  the  clause  of  the  deed  of  asso- 
ciation, to  cancel  and  extinguish,  and 
declare  his  shares  forfeited,  and  to 
place  the  value  of  the  shares  on  that 
day  to  the  credit  of  his  account  with 
the  bank.  The  balance  not  being 
paid,  the  directors  by  a  resolution  de- 
clared the  shares  to  be  cancelled  and 
forfeited,  and  it  appearing  to  them 
that  the  value  of  the  shares  on  that 
day  was  £10,000,  it  was  resolved  that 
credit  should  be  given  to  the  proprie- 
tor for  that  amount  in  his  account. 
A  bill  was  filed  to  set  aside  the  can- 
cellation. From  the  evidence  it  ap- 
peared that  the  market  price  of  shares, 
on  the  13th  day  of  June,  slightly  ex- 
ceeded the  price  allowed  by  the  direc- 
tors, but  the  evidence  proved,  that, 
if  the  1000  shares  had  been  carried 
into  the  market,  the  price  would  have 
been  reduced  greatly  below  the  amount 
allowed  by  the  directors:  —Held,  that 
the  directors  placing  themselves  by 
the  cancellation  in  the  situation  both 
of  vendors  and  purchasers,  were  bound 
to  allow  the  highest  market  price 
which  could  be  obtainedfor  the  shares, 
without  speculating  on  what  might  be 
the  e£Pect  of  throwing  the  1000  shares 
into  the  market,  and  the  cancellation 
was  declared  to  be  void,  and  was  set 
aside.     SMbe  v.  Lister,  81 

2.  In  February,  1825,  a  joint  stock 
company  was  established  for  the  pur- 
pose of  working  a  mine,  the  capital  of 
which  was  to  consist  of  200  shares  of 
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£50  each.  The  directors  had  power 
to  exact  the  full  payment  of  £50  on 
each  share,  but  if  further  aid  were  re- 
quired, then  they  were  to  call  a  meet- 
ing of  proprietors  and  submit  to  their 
decision  the  propriety  of  increasing 
the  number  of  eharee,  or  of  taking 
such  other  steps  as  might  appear  ad- 
visable.  The  plaintiffs,  who  were 
shareholders,  paid  the  full  amount  of 
their  cidls,  but  in  October,  1826,  were 
informed  by  the  secretary  of  the  com- 
pany, that  he  had  some  time  since 
mentioned  to  a  person  (who  was  the 
plaintiffs'  agent  for  payment  of  their 
calls),  that  in  the  previous  July  the 
directors  had  resolved  to  increase  the 
amount  of  calls  on  each  share.  To 
this  the  plaintiffs  objected,  and  they 
refused  to  pay  the  additional  calls. 
An  altercation  by  letter  ensued  till 
about  August,  1828,  when  the  plain- 
tiffs, as  they  alleged,  left  the  country. 
In  July,  1828,  their  shares  were  de- 
clared forfeited.  The  other  share- 
holders then  continued  to  work  the 
mine,  but  the  concern  was  unsuccess- 
ful till  the  year  1835,  when  it  began 
to  make  an  increasing  profit.  In  No- 
vember, 1 837»  the  plaintiffs,  as  they 
alleged  by  their  bill,  returned  to  this 
country.  In  September,  1838,  they 
filed  their  bill  to  be  let  into  the  re- 
ceipt of  the  profits  with  the  other 
shareholders.  It  did  not  appear  in 
evidence  whether  the  plaintiffs  were 
absent  from  this  country,  or  where 
they  were,  between  August,  1828,  and 
November,  1837*  except  that  it  was 
admitted  by  the  defendants  that  in 
1828  they  were  in  Jersey.  Many 
acts  of  irregularity  and  misconduct  in 
the  management  of  the  concern  dur- 
ing the  interval  were  admitted  by  the 
defendants,  and  amongst  others  the 
fact  that,  during  a  great  portion  of  that 
period,  the  concern  was  managed  by 
an  insufficient  number  of  directors. 
The  plaintiffs  had  no  means,  under 
the  deed  of  settlement,  of  dissolving 


the  society: — Held,  that  the  plain- 
tiff, not  having  sufficiently  accounted 
for  thdr  acts  and  conduct  during  the 
interval  between  August,  1828,  and 
November,  1837,  must  be  considered 
as  having  acquiesced  in  the  conduct 
of  the  directors  and  other  sharehold- 
ers in  the  concern,  and  were  not  enti- 
tled to  the  relief  sought  by  their  bill. 
Prendergast  v.  Turton,  98 

3.  H.  being  a  director  of  a  joint- 
stock  company,  established  for  the 
building,  purchasing,  hiring,  and  em- 
ployment of  steam-vessels,  purchases 
a  vessel  for  £1340,  and  afterwards 
sells  it  to  the  company  as  from  a 
stranger,  for  £1500,  char^g  the 
company  with  commission  at  £1  per 
cent.,  the  brokei^s  earnest  money,  and 
the  expenses  of  the  bill  of  sale  to  him^ 
self,  there  being  but  one  bill  of  sale. 
Such  a  transaction  cannot  stand  in  a 
court  of  equity.  Benson  v.  Heathom, 

326 

4.  A  ship's  husband,  being  the 
servant  of  the  ship-owners,  holding  an 
important  office,  and  open  to  the 
vi^lant  superintendence  of  his  em- 
ployers, it  is  primd  facie  a  breach  of 
trust  in  any  director  of  a  company  es- 
tablished for  the  purpose  of  acquiring 
and  working  of  vessels,  especiaUy 
where  the  directors  have  the  exclu- 
sive management  of  the  concern,  to 
take  upon  himself  the  duties  of  ship's 
husband.  Where,  therefore,  in  a  com- 
pany so  constituted,  one  of  the  direc- 
tors, with  the  consent  of  others  form- 
ing with  himself  a  board  of  directors, 
undertook  the  office  of  ship's  husband, 
and  in  that  character  received  out  of 
the  funds  of  the  company  such  sums 
for  commission  and  brokerage  as  are 
nsually  allowed  to  the  ship's  hus- 
band:— Held,  that  he  must  refund 
those  monies;  and  semble,  that  the 
other  members  of  the  board  of  direc- 
tors were  similarly  responsible  in  the 
event  of  any  inability  in  the  principal 
party  implicated  to  refimd.         Ibid. 
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5.  A  bill  may  be  brought  by  the 
present  directors  of  a  joint-stock  com- 
pany on  behalf  of  themselves  and  all 
other  the  members  of  the  company, 
against  the  former  directors  of  the 
company,  for  the  purpose  of  being  re- 
lieved against  a  fraud  in  which  all  the 
former  directors  are  alleged  to  have 
been  involved.  Ibid, 

6.  Semble,  that  the  stat.  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  55,  s.  33,  which  authorizes 
a  particular  mode  of  registering  ves- 
sels belonging  to  joint-stock  compa- 
nies, does  not  apply  to  a  joint-stock 
company  in  which  foreigners  areshare- 
holders.  Ibid, 

7.  Semble,  that  a  covenant  to  refer 
all  matters  in  difference  between  share- 
holders of  a  company  to  arbitration, 
the  submission  and  award  to  be  bind- 
ing and  conclusive  on  the  parties, 
**  without  further  suit  or  trouble,"  is 
no  bar  to  a  suit  in  a  court  of  equity 
between  the  same  ^rties  and  for  the 
same  matters.  Ibid, 

JURISDICTION. 
See  Colonies. 

Plea  and  Ple  ading,  8. 

LEGACY  AND  LEGATEE. 
See  Executor,  2,  3. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  3, 13,  16. 

Practice,  14, 

Statute  of  Limitations,  1,2. 

Testamentary  Instrument. 

Vested  Interest,  1,  2. 

Will. 

1 .  Upon  a  constructive  admission 
of  assets :  — Held,  that  residuary  lega- 
tees were  entitled  to  immediate  pay- 
ment of  their  legacies;  and,  under  cir- 
cumstances, with  interest  beyond  the 
time  allowed  by  the  Statute  of  Limi- 
tations (3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27,  s.  40). 
Dinsdale  v.  Duddinp,  265 

2.  Testator  bequeathed  the  sum  of 
£4000  capital  stock  in  the  £3  per 
cent.  Consols,  or  in  whatever  of  the 


government  funds  the  same  should  be 
found  invested: — Held,  that  this  was 
a  specific  legacy;  and  that  the  ex- 
ecutor having  paid  one  dividend  on 
the  stock,  which  became  due  within 
a  year  after  the  testator's  death  to  the 
residuary  legatee,  must  reftmd  to  the 
specific  legatee.    Hosking  v.  Nicholh, 

478 

3.  Legacies  to  the  children  (by 
name)  of  the  testator's  late  niece  M., 
to  be  assigned  to  them,  when  and  as 
soon  as  they  should  respectively  at- 
tain twenty-five.  Provided  that  if 
any  should  die  under  twenty-five 
leaving  issue,  the  issue  to  take  the 
parents'  legacy,  but  if  any  should  die, 
under  twenty-five  without  having  issue 
then  living,  the  legacy  of  the  child  so 
dying  to  go  and  be  paid  to  the  '<  sur- 
vivors and  survivor,  and  others  and 
other"  of  the  same  children,  in  equal 
shares.  At  the  death  of  the  testator, 
all  the  children  of  M.  are  under 
twenty-five.  All  afterwards  attain 
twenty-five,  except  A.,  who  dies  under 
that  age  without  issue,  having  sur- 
vived two  of  the  children,  B.  and  C. 
The  share  of  A.  devolves  to  the  repre- 
sentatives of  B.  and  C,  together  with 
the  children  who  survive  A.  Slade 
V.  Parr,  565 

4.  Upon  the  construction  of  a  will, 
held,  that  the  surplus  dividends  of  a 
legacy,  after  payments  for  mainte- 
nance during  the  minority  of  the  le- 
gatee, followed  the  corpus.         Ibid, 

LENGTH  OF  TIME. 

iStftf  Annuity,  1,  2,  3. 

Statute  of  Limitations. 

LESSOR  AND  LESSEE. 
See  Agreement,  3,  4,  5,  6,  7. 
Will,  19. 

LETTERS  OP  ADMINISTRA- 
TION. 

In  a  suit  instituted  in  this  Court 
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MODUS. 
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for  the  distribution  of  the  assets  of  an 
intestate,  the  grant  of  letters  of  ad- 
ministration is  not  conclusive  evidence 
npon  the  question  who  is  the  intes- 
tate's sole  next  of  kin.  Barrsy.Jaek' 
ion,  585 

LETTER  OF  ATTORNEY. 
See  Principal  and  Surety,  2. 

LUNATIC. 

In  the  case  of  necessaries  supplied 
to  a  lunatic,  the  law  raises  a  contract 
by  implication  on  the  part  of  the  lu- 
natic, under  which  the  amount  of  such 
necessaries  may  become  payable  as  a 
debt  out  of  his  real  or  personal  assets, 
on  a  bill  filed  for  the  administrRtion 
of  those  assets.    Wentvoorth  r.  Tmhh^ 

171 

MAINTENANCE. 
See  Infant. 

MARRIAGE  SETTLEMENT. 
See  Appointment,  1,  2,  3. 

Debtor  AND  Creditor,  2,  3, 4. 
Husband  and  Wife,  3. 
Policy  of  Assurance,  1. 

MEMORANDA. 
See  Promotions. 

MIDDLESEX  REGISTRY  ACTS. 

See  Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee, 

3,4. 

MINES  AND  MINERALS. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  14. 

MINING  COMPANY. 
See  Joint  Stock  Company,  2. 

MISJOINDER. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  6. 

MODUS. 
See  Tithes. 


MORTGAGOR  AND  MORT- 
GAGEE. 

See  Escheat. 
Evidence,  I. 

1.  The  costs  of  several  mortgagees 
held  to  be  payable  according  to  their 
priorities,  although  the  estates  were 
by  order  of  the  Court  sold,  and  the 
purchase-money  was  paid  into  Court, 
and  formed  one  general  fund.  Bame$ 
V.  Baester,  401 

2.  A.  having  two  estates,  mortgages 
both  to  B.,  then  one  to  C,  then  botli 
again  to  B.  to  seeure  both  the  original 
and  a  further  advance,  then  bol^  to 
D.  The  puisne  incumbrancers  hare 
notice  of  the  prior  charges.  The 
estates  are  not  sufficient  to  pay  all 
the  mortgages,  but  one  of  the  estates 
called  No.  32  is  sufficient  to  pay  B. 
in  ftdl.  The  Qourt  will  not,  as  be* 
tween  C.  and  D.,  marshal  the  securi- 
ties by  directing  C  to  take  his  full 
payment  out  of  No.  32,  so  as  to  leave 
C.  the  first  incumbrancer  on  the  other 
estate,  but  B.'s  debt  must  be  thrown 
rateably  on  both  estates.  Ibid, 

3.  The  executor  of  a  mortgagee,  a 
memorial  of  whose  security  was  regis- 
tered under  the  Middlesex  Registry 
Act,  conceiving  that  the  memorial  was 
invalid,  affected  to  re-execute  the 
mortgage  deed,  by  signing  and  seal- 
ing it  himself  in  the  presence  of  two 
witnesses,  whose  names  were  indorsed 
as  witnesses  attesting  his  execution  of 
it.  Neither  of  the  witnesses  had 
attested  the  execution  of  the  deed  by 
any  of  the  other  parties.  After  this 
ceremony  the  executor  memorialized 
the  deed  in  due  form: — Held^  that 
the  whole  course  of  proceeding  (which 
was  said  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
practice  before  the  registrar)  was  nu- 
gatory  for  the  purpose  of  the  Re^stry 
Act.    Essex  V.  Baiqfky  620 

4.  A  subsequent  incumbrancer,  who 
at  the  time  of  taking  his  security,  has 
no  notice  of  the  prior  incumbrance, 
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may,  by  properly  memorializing  his 
security,  though  after  notice,  obtain 
priority  over  the  prior  incumbrancer, 
if  the  memorial  of  the  security  of  the 
latter  be  defective.  Ilnd, 

5.  Aperson  mortgagesanestate,  and, 
by  his  will,  after  directing  payment  of 
his  debts,  devises  all  his  residuary  real 
estates,  (including  the  mortgaged  es- 
tate), and  all  his  residuary  personal 
estate  to  his  eldest  son,  whom  he  ap- 

.  points  his  executor.  The  son  proves 
the  will,  and  dies  intestate,  without 
having  paid  oif  the  mortgage.  Both 
father  and  son  leave  sufficient  personal 
assets  to  pay  off  the  mortgage: — De- 
creed, on  the  authority  of  modern 
cases,  but  reluctantly,  and  against  the 
opinion  which  independently  of  them 
the  judge  would  have  entertained,  that 
as  between  the  heir  and  administrator 
of  the  son,  the  mortgaged  estate  is  the 
primary  fund  for  payment  of  the  mort- 
gage.   Earl  of  Clarendon  v.  Barham, 

688 

6.  Form  of  inquiry  in  a  bill  of  fore- 
closure suit,  where  the  defendant  sug- 
gests by  his  answer  that  the  plaintiff 
hasbieen  in  possession  and  paid  himself 
interest.     Dobson  v.  Lee,  7  J  4 

MULTIFARIOUSNESS. 

The  Court,  under  the  circumstances 

of  the  case,  declined  to  entertain  an 

objection  for  multifariousness  at  the 

hearing.     Conselt  v.  Bell,  5G9 

NEXT  OF  KIN. 
See  Letters  ov  Administration. 
Plea  and  Pleading,.  13. 

NEW  ORDERS. 
See  Plea  and  Pleading,  9, 10. 
Practice,  3, 4,  6,  7, 8,  9, 13, 17. 

NOTICE. 
See  Trust  and  Trustee* 

OFFICIAL  ASSIGNEE. 
An  official  assignee,  disclaiming  all 


interest  in  the  suit,  may  be  dismissed 
at  the  hearing,  with  costs,  to  be  paid 
to  him  by  the  plaintiff;  but  in  such 
case  he  must  disclaim  absolutely, 
either  by  his  answer  or  at  the  bar. 
Clarke  v.  Wilmot,  53 

PARTIES. 
See  Costs. 

Plea  and  Pleading. 

1 .  A  person  having  a  claim  against 
a  testator's  estate  prevailed  upon  the 
executors  to  hand  over  to  him  part  of 
the  testator's  assets  under  circum- 
stances irom  which  he  must  have 
known  that  in  so  doing  the  executors 
were  acting  hastily,  improvidently, 
and  against  their  duty  as  executors: 
— Held,  that  such  person  was  a  pro- 
per party  to  a  suit  instituted  by  a  le- 
gatee against  the  executors  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate,  although 
the  bill  contained  no  charge  of  collu- 
sion or  insolvency.  CotuettY.  Bell,569 

2.  A  person  appointed  by  will  re- 
ceiver of  the  testator's  real  estates 
with  a  salary,  is  a  proper  party  to  a 
suit  for  the  administration  of  those 
estates.  Ibid. 

PARTNER  AND  PARTNERSHIP. 
See  Joint-Stock  Company, 

1 .  Where  a  partner  is  required,  at 
the  suit  of  aperson  entitled  to  ask  it, 
to  give  discovery  as  to  matters  con- 
tained in  the  usual  course  of  business 
in  the  partnership-books,  it  is  no  ex- 
cuse for  his  not  giving  that  discovery 
to  allege  generally  that  his  copartners 
refuse  to  allow  him  access  to  the  part- 
nership-books.    Taylor  v.  Rundell, 

128 

2t  Upon  the  dissolution  of  the 
partnership  of  A.  and  B.  it  was  agreed 
that  B.  should  undertake  the  business 
of  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  firm : 
— Held,  that  B,  was  not  solely  charge- 
able with  the  loss  occasioned  by  the 
injudicious  sale  of  part  of  the  part- 
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nership  efPects»  inasmuch  as  A.  still 
retained  his  general  rights  as  a  part- 
ner, and  consequently  bad  full  power  to 
prevent  the  sale.    Cragg  v.  Forrf,  280 

3.  Qtr^rtf,  whether, upon thedissolu- 
tion  of  a  partnership  not  under  arti- 
cles, a  partner  has  an  inherent  right 
in  that  character,  without  the  assist- 
ance of  a  court  of  equity,  to  insist 
upon  the  sale  of  the  partnership  ef- 
fects? Ibid. 

4.  Ileldy  under  circumstances  shew- 
ing a  general  acquiescence  in  the  acts 
of  his  copartners,  that  one  partner 
was  Uable  to  share  the  losses  arising 
from  certain  adventures  entered  into 
by  the  copartners,  in  breach  of  the 
terms  of  the  partnership  articles.  Ibid, 

PAUPER. 
The  Court  refused  to  dispauper  a 
plaintiiF,  although  in  the  possession 
of  property,  and  in  the  exercise  of  a 
business;  the  possession  of  the  pro- 
perty being  wrongful,  the  wrongful 
possession  acquiesced  in  by  the  ad- 
verse party,  and  the  business  being 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  him- 
self and  family.     Perry  v.  Walker^ 

676 

PAYMENT  OF  MONEY  INTO 
COURT. 
<S^w  Injunction,  1. 

Vendor  and  Purchaser,  1. 

PLEA  AND  PLEADING. 
5^  Account. 

Amended  Bill. 

Annuity,  1,  2,  3. 

Costs. 

Multifariousness. 

Parties. 

Partner  and  Partnership. 

Poor  Rate. 

Practice. 

Statute  of  Limitations,  7, 

8,  9. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser.    ^» 
1.  The  case  oiMooreB  v.  Choat^  8 


Sim.  508,  approved.  A  bill  was  filed 
upon  the  authority  and  under  the 
circumstances  of  Flight  v.  JBentley. 
After  issue  joined,  the  case  of  Moores 
V.  Cheat  was  decided,  and  the  deci- 
sion was  soon  afterwards  published 
by  the  regular  Reporter  of  the  Court. 
The  plaintiffs  then  entered  into  evi- 
dence:— Held,  that,  although  the 
plaintifife,  instead  of  entering  into 
evidence,  might  have  applied  to  the 
Court  by  interlocutoiy  motion  to  have 
the  bill  dismissed  without  costs,  yet, 
as  that  application  was  not  of  a  usual 
nature,  they  were  entitled  to  have  the 
bill  dimissed,  without  costs,  at  the 
hearing.     Robinson  v.  Roaher,  7 

2.  If  a  bill  is  correctly  filed  on  the 
authority  of  a  reported  case,  there 
being  no  authorities  in  conflict  with 
it,  and  the  decision  in  the  reported 
case  is  afterwards  reversed,  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  suit,  filed  on  its  authority, 
is  entitled,  on  motion,  to  have  his 
bill  dismissed  without  costs.       Ibid. 

3.  On  a  bill  filed  against  an  execu- 
trix for  payment  of  a  legacy,  the  de- 
fendant, by  her  answer,  admitted  as- 
sets, but  insisted,  that,  under  the 
circumstances  stated  in  her  answer, 
she  had  paid  the  legacy: — Held,  that 
the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  read  the 
passage  of  the  answer  in  which  she 
admitted  assets,  without  reading  the 
passage  as  to  payment  of  the  legacy. 
Connop  V.  Hayward,  33 

4.  Where  matters  are  stated  by 
the  answer  which  are  not  put  in  evi- 
dence, it  is  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court  to  direct  enquiries  as  to  these 
matters  before  the  Master.         Ibid. 

5.  A  settled  account,  suggested  by 
the  answer,  but  not  proved,  is  usually 
the  subject  of  enquiry.  Ibid. 

6.  One  of  several  cestui  que  trusts 
having  taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insol- 
vent Act,  joins  as  a  co-plaintiff  with 
two  others  of  the  cestui  que  trusts  in 
a  bill  to  carry  the  trust  deed  into  ex- 
ecution; the  assignee  of  the  msolvent 
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being  a  defendant,  and  tbe  bill  alleg- 
ing that  there  is  a  surplus  coming  to 
the  insolvent  after  payment  of  nil  his 
debts.  This  is  not  a  misjoinder  of 
which  advantage  can  be  taken  at  the 
hearing;  and  semble  that  it  is  no 
ground  of  demurrer.  Eades  y.  Harris^ 

230 

7.  With  respect  to  the  effect  which 
such  assignments  have  upon  the  suit, 
there  is  no  distinction  between  as- 
signments pendente  lite  of  equitable 
interests  by  plaintiffs,  and  similar  as- 
signments by  defendants.  Ibid, 

8.  Enquiry  directed  as  to  defend- 
ants being  out  of  the  jurisdiction. 

Ibid. 

9.  A  trustee  may  file  a  bill  against 
his  co-trustee  to  recover  the  trust- 
fundy  without  making  the  cestui  que 
trusts  parties;  and  where  the  trust  is 
under  a  devise  of  real  estate  for  sale, 
with  power  to  give  receipts,  this  ge- 
neral rule  of  pleading  is  corroborated 
by  the  30th  of  the  Orders  of  August, 
1841.     Mayy.Selbyy  235 

10.  The  40th  of  those  Orders  is  also 
applicable  in  such  a  case  where  the 
objection  is  only  taken  at  the  hearing. 

Ibid. 

1 1 .  A  bill  to  affect  real  assets  must 
be  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  other  the  creditors 
of  the  testator.  .  Ibid, 

1 2.  A  bill  brought  by  a  purchaser 
for  the  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement  to  sell  lot  A.  as  described 
in  the  particulars  of  sale,  was  resisted 
by  the  vendors  on  the  ground  (stated 
in  their  answer)  that  by  an  arrange- 
ment, to  which  the  plaintiff  was  a 
party,  part  of  lot  A.,  as  described, 
was  deducted  from  that  lot  and  added 
to  lot  B.i—Held,  that  the  plaintiff, 
on  amending  his  bill  and  putting  in 
issue  this  averment,  was  bound  to 
make  the  purchasers  of  lot  B.  defend- 
ants to  the  suit.    Mason  v.  Fran/din, 

239 

VOL.  I. 


13.  Where  property  is  bequeathed 
to  A.  for  life,  and  after  bis  decease  to 
such  persons  as  shall  then  be  the  tes- 
tator's next  of  kin; — upon  a  bill  filed 
for  the  protection  of  the  property, 
the  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  living 
at  the  time  of  filing  the  bill  must  be 
made  parties  to  the  suit.  Wardell  v. 
Claxton,  265 

14.  To  a  bill  brought  by  a  married 
woman  against  her  trustees  in  respect 
of  her  separate  property,  the  hus- 
band should  be  a  defendant.  Thorby 
V.  Teats,  438 

15.  Perpetual  injunction  granted 
to  restrain  the  tenant  of  a  farm,  in 
part  of  which  was  a  pool,  through 
which  ran  a  stream  from  the  moun- 
tains, depositing,  in  its  passage,  mi- 
neral substances,  from  taking  and 
carrying  away  from  and  out  of  the 
bed  and  bottom  of  the  pool,  or  any 
part  thereof,  any  soil,  oxide  of  iron, 
ochre,  shine,  deposit,  or  other  mine- 
ral substances,  and  from  puddling, 
loosening,  disturbing,  and  floating, 
and  from  causing  to  be  puddled, 
loosened,  disturbed,  or  floated  off, 
any  soil,  oxide  of  iron,  ochre,  shine, 
deposits,  or  mineral  substances,  al- 
ready deposited,  or  thereafter  to  be 
deposited,  upon  the  beds  of  the  said 
pool,  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  the 
several  mineral  substances  having 
been  established  by  a  verdict  in  an 
action  at  law  brought  by  them  against 
the  defendant,  and  not  in  an  issue  or 
action  directed  by  the  Court.  Thomas 
V.  Jones^  510 

16.  Upon  the  construction  of  a 
will,  comprising  a  mixed  fhnd  of  realty 
and  personalty: — Held,  that  certain 
persons  were  not  legatees  in  remain- 
der of  the  residue,  but  postponed  pe- 
cuniary legatees,  and  therefore  that 
they  were  not  necessary  parties  to  a 
suit  for  the  administration  of  the  tes- 
tator's assets.     Pidf/eley  v.  Rawling, 

552 
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POLICY  OF  ASSURANCE. 
See  Husband  and  Wife. 

1.  Feme  covert,  oat  of  her  separate 
income,  pajs  the  premiums  on  certain 
policies  of  assurance,  which,  by  a  set- 
tlement made  previously  to  her  mar- 
riage, were  assigned  as  a  collateral 
security  for  a  provision  settled  upon 
her  under  that  instrument  by  the 
covenant  of  her  husband :  — Heldf  that 
upon  the  money  secured  by  the  poli- 
cies becoming  payable,  she  was  enti- 
tled to  a  lien  on  the  policy  fund  for 
the  amount  of  the  premiums  so  paid. 
Burndge  v.  Bow^  183 

2.  The  voluntary  payment  of  pre- 
miums on  a  policy  of  assurance  con- 
fers on  the  payer  no  interest  in  the 
policy.  Ibid. 

POOR  RATE. 

An  information  lies  to  compel  the 
restitution  of  money  improperly  ap- 
phed  out  of  funds  raised  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor  by  means  of  rates  and  as- 
sessments. The  application  of  any 
part  of  a  fund  rabed  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  to  the  payment  of  the  bill 
of  costs  of  an  action  brought  against 
an  officer  of  the  guardians  of  the  poor, 
for  a  libel  upon  him  in  respect  of  acts 
done  by  him  in  the  execution  of  his 
duties,  is  a  breach  of  trust  on  the 
part  of  the  holder  of  that  fund.  At- 
tomey-General  Y,  Comptom,  417 

POWER  OF  APPOINTMENT. 
See  Appointment. 

POWER  OF  LEASING. 
See  Agreement,  3. 

PRACTICE. 
See  Amended  Bill. 
Charity. 
Costs. 
Injunction. 


See  Interrogatories. 
Multifariousness. 
Pauper. 
Payment  op  Money  into 

Court. 
Plea  and  Pleading. 
Principal  and  Agent,  2. 
Receiver. 
Revivor. 

Supplemental  Bill. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

1.  Semble,  that  the  4th  and  5th 
sections  of  the  stat.  5  Vict.  c.  5,  re- 
late to  different  subjects.  To  author- 
ize an  application  to  the  Court  under 
the  former  section,  it  must  be  found- 
ed on  affidavit  expressed  in  positive 
terms.     Ex  parte  Field,  1 

2.  Where  a  document  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  defendant  is  produced 
and  read  by  the  plaintiff  at  the  hear- 
ing, under  a  general  order  for  its  pro- 
duction, the  defendant  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  read  from  his  answer  any 
statement  in  explanation  or  qualifica- 
tion of  the  document,  (except  as  to 
the  possession  of  it);  but  the  Court, 
if  necessary,  will  direct  an  inquiry  on 
the  subject.     Miller  v.  Gow,  56 

3.  In  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  file  a  note  imder  the  2 1st  of  tlie 
Orders  of  Aug.  1841,  there  must  be 
an  affidavit  of  appearance  entered. 
Treweek  Y.  Turner,  112 

4.  To  obtain  a  writ  of  sequestra- 
tion under  the  9th  of  the  Orders  of 
August,  1 84 1,  the  affidavit  must  state 
that  the  person  suing  forth  the  writ 
of  attachment  verily  believed  that  the 
defendant  was  in  the  county,  not  re- 
sident in  the  county  into  which  the 
writ  was  issued.  Storer  v.  Great 
Western  Railway  Company,  1 80 

5.  On  return  non  est  inventus  to  a 
writ  of  attachment,  the  Court  will 
order  a  serjeant-at-arms.  Ibid. 

6.  To  support  a  motion  under  the 
24th  of  the  Orders  of  August,  1841, 
for  leave  to  enter  a  memorandum  of 
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service  of  a  copy  of  the  bill,  it  is  ne- 
cessary to  shew  the  nature  of  the  suit, 
and  the  mode  of  service.  Haigh  v. 
Dixon,  Ibid, 

7.  To  support  a  motion  under  the 
24th  of  the  Orders  of  August,  1841, 
some  evidence  should  be  given  that  the 
party  served  with  a  copy  of  the  bill  was 
not  an  infant.     Chodmny.Bell,   181 

8.  In  a  suit  for  administering  the 
real  estate  of  a  testator,  the  devisees 
of  the  real  estate  subject  to  a  power 
of  sale  given  to  trustees  by  the  will 
for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts,  are 
persons  against  whom  *'  no  direct  re- 
lief" is  prayed,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  23rd  of  the  Orders  of  August, 
1841.     Lloyd  v.  Lloyd,  181 

9.  The  Court  will,  generally  speak- 
ing, not  act  upon  the  strict  terms  of 
the  Orders  of  August,  1841.  Husham 
v.  Dixon,  203 

10.  A  defendant  obtained  an  order 
**  to  answer,  plead,  or  demur,  not  de- 
murring alone."  The  words  ''plead, 
&c.,"  were  afterwards,  on  motion, 
struck  out  of  the  order.  The  defend- 
ant then  filed  a  plea.  Ordered,  that 
the  plea  should  be  taken  off  the  file, 
with  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  defendant. 
Brooks  V.  Purton,  278 

1 1 .  Practice  as  to  costs  of  dismiss- 
ing bill  where  the  sole  plaintiff  be- 
comes insolvent,  and  the  sole  defend- 
ant is  his  assignee  with  a  vesting 
order.     Daniel  v.  Harding,  436 

12.  To  obtain  the  usual  decree  in 
a  creditor's  suit,  it  is  not  sufficient  for 
the  plainiifip  to  put  in  an  acceptance 
of  the  testator,  proved  as  an  exhibit. 
Quare,  whether  anv  evidence  should 
be  given  of  the  consideration.  Keaton 
T.  Lynch,  437 

13.  To  obtain  an  order  for  entering 
an  appearance  under  the  8th  of  the 
Orders  of  August,  1841,  it  must  ap- 
pear from  the  affidavit  of  service  where 
the  defendant  was  served.  Davia  v. 
Hole,  440 

1 4.  Where  pending  an  administra- 


tion suit,  a  suit  is  instituted  by  lega- 
tees praying  no  further  relief  than 
might  be  had  in  the  administration 
suit,  the  parties  to  the  administration 
suit  ought  to  apply  to  have  the  pro- 
ceedings in  the  legatees'  suit  stayed; 
otherwise  the  costs  of  the  latter  suit 
may  be  dealt  with  as  costs  in  the 
former.    Therry  v.  Henderson,     48 1 

15.  Where  two  suits  involve  the 
same  subject-matter  and  the  same 
parties,  and  a  decree  is  made  in  one  of 
them,  the  Court  will  in  some  instances 
direct  the  hearing  of  the  other  suit  to 
stand  over,  until  that  in  which  the 
decree  is  made  is  heard  on  further 
directions.  Cumming  v.  Slater,     484 

16.  Although  different  suits  may 
involve  the  same  subject-matter  and 
the  same  parties,  the  Court  will  not 
decline  to  make  a  separate  decree  in 
each  suit,  unless  the  frame  of  the  two 
suits  and  the  relative  position  of  the 
parties  to  each  be  the  sam^.  Gocffrey 
V.  Maw,  485 

17.  Practice  in  this  Court  as  to 
entering  an  appearance  under  the  8tli 
of  the  Orders  of  August,  1841,  al- 
tered.    Hudson  Y.  Martin,  551 

18.  Where  a  decree  has  been  had 
against  several  defendants,  with  costs, 
and  one  of  them  has  been  compelled 
to  pay  the  whole  costs,  the  Court 
will  by  consent  decree  contribution 
between  the  co-defendants,  on  motion 
in  the  same  suit.  Pitt  v.  Bonner,  670 

19.  Injunction  to  stay  proceedings 
in  the  Court  of  Bankniptcy,  under 
Stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  after  decree 
in  this  Court  for  an  account  against 
the  party  taking  those  proceedings, 
refused  under  special  circumstances. 
Perry  v.  W'alker,  672 

PRESUMPTION. 
See  Deutor  and  Creditor,  3. 
Evidence. 
Will,  1. 

1.  Presumption  that  a  party  died 
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at  a  particular  time  within  the  seven 
years  afler  he  had  been  last  heard  of; 
the  particular  time  being  the  hurri- 
cane months,  and  the  party  having 
sailed  from  Demerara  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  hurricane  months. 
SiUicky.  Booth,  117 

2.  Where  the  inability  of  an  admi- 
nistrator to  purchase  an  estate  with 
his  own  money  is  relied  upon  as  a 
ground  for  following  that  estate  as 
part  of  the  intestate's  assets,  such  in- 
ability must  be  shewn  by  evidence  of 
facts  from  which  the  strongest  con- 
clusion can  be  drawn,  and  not  merely 
or  principally  by  evidence  of  the 
opinions  of  witnesses,  though  such 
witnesses  may  have  been  well  ac- 
quainted with  the  affairs  of  the  party, 
and  their  testimony  may  be  corrobo- 
rated by  circumstances  of  suspicion. 
Wilkina  v.  Stevens^  431 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

1 .  An  admission  by  an  agent,  that 
he  has  sold  property  of  his  principal 
upon  credit,  will  not  entitle  the  prin- 
cipal to  an  inquiry  as  to  wilful  default, 
if  the  aeent  insist  by  his  answer  that 
the  credit  was  given  in  the  usual  way 
of  business,  and  the  plaintiff  make 
out  no  case  to  the  contrary.  Pelham 
V.  IlUder,  3 

2.  In  a  suit  against  an  agent,  the 
Court  will  not,  at  the  hearing  (except 
in  an  extreme  case),  direct  payment 
of  the  costs  up  to  the  hearing,  but 
will  reserve  the  question  of  costs 
till  further  directions.  Jellicoe  v. 
Price,  74 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 

1.  Surety  in  a  joint  and  several 
promissory  note  is  a  competent  wit- 
ness for  the  note  creditor  in  a  suit 
brought  by  him  for  administering  the 
assets  of  the  principal  debtor.  Wright 
V.  Lochwood,  113 

2.  A.  having  joined  as  a  surety  for 
B.  in  a  bond  to  C.  for  securing  the 


payment  of  the  interest  of  a  principal 
sum  secured  by  a  mortgage  from  B. 
to  C,  and  having  also  executed  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  as  a  collateral  secu- 
rity with  the  bond,  afterwards  exe- 
cuted to  C.  a  letter  of  attorney 
authorizing  C.  to  take  possession  of 
a  rectory  and  glebe  lands,  of  which 
A.  was  the  incumbent,  and  of  certain 
freehold  lands  and  hereditaments  of 
which  he  was  seised  in  fee  simple,  and 
to  hold  such  possession,  and  receive 
and  take  the  tithes,  fees,  perquisites, 
emoluments,  rents  and  profits  thereof, 
until  thereby  and  therewith,  or  other- 
wise, he  should  be  paid  the  interest 
secured  by  the  bond  and  warrant  of 
attorney: — Held,  that  the  letter  of 
attorney  operated  not  me  rely  as  a 
letter  of  attorney,  but  also  as  a  charge 
on  the  freehold  estates,  and  that  5. 
was  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  the 
freehold  estates  until  by  means  of  the 
rents  and  profits  all  arrears  of  the 
interest  should  be  satisfied,  notwith- 
standing the  death  of  A.,  and  the 
revocation  by  that  event  of  the  power 
of  attorney.     Spooner  v.  Sandilands, 

390 
PRIORITY. 
See  Annuity. 

Mortgagor  and  Mortgagee. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DEEDS  AND 
PAPERS. 
See  Practice. 
I.  To  protect  a  defendant  from  the 
discovery  or  production  of  a  docu- 
ment relating  to  the  subject  in  dis- 
pute, it  is  not  sufficient  that  it  should 
be  evidence  of  his  title,  or  contain 
evidence  which  he  intends  or  is  en- 
titled to  use  in  support  of  his  case; 
it  must  contain  no  matter  supporting 
the  plaintiff's  title  or  the  plaintiff's 
case,  or  impeaching  the  defence,  and 
the  defendant  must  nver  by  his  an- 
swer, with  a  reasonable  degree  of  dis- 
tinctness, that  the  document  does  con- 
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tain  no  sucb  matter.      Combe  v.  Cor- 
poraiian  of  London,  631 

2.  Production  of  cases  and  opinions 
of  counsel  tbereon,  relating  to  the 
matters  in  issue,  refused.  Jbid. 

PROMISSORY  NOTE. 

See  Principal  and  Surety,  L 

PROMOTIONS. 
See  Pages  204,  26.5. 

RECEIVER. 
See  Parties,  2. 

Vendor  AND  PtjRCHASER,  1. 

1 .  Where  one  of  two  trustees  of  real 
estate  declines  to  act,  the  Court  will 
appoint  a  receiver  on  behalf  of  infant 
cestui  que  trusts;  but  with  liberty  to 
either  of  the  trustees  to  offer  himself. 
Tait  V.  Jenkins,  492 

2.  A  receiver  may  be  appointed  at 
the  hearing,  though  not  prayed  for. 
Osborne  v.  Harvey,  116 

RECTOR. 
See  Tithes. 

REVIVOR. 

Upon  the  death  of  a  sole  plaintiff, 
this  Court  declined  to  make  an  order 
that  his  representatives  should  revive 
within  a  certain  time,  or  the  bill  stand 
dismissed.  Bryden  y.Wal/ord,     625 

ROMAN  CATHOLIC. 
See  Infant. 

SCHEME. 
See  Charity,  2. 

SEQUESTRATION. 
See  Practice,  4. 

SERJEANT  AT  ARMS. 
See  Practice,  5. 


SHIPS  HUSBAND. 
See  Joint  Stock  Company,  3,  4. 

SLAVE  COMPENSATION. 
See  Colonies. 
Will,  23. 

SOLICITOR. 
See  Atiorney. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

See  Agreement. 
Annuity. 

Plea  and  Pleading,  12. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

STAMP. 
See  Evidence,  3. 

STATUTE  OF  FRAUDS. 
(Si^e  Agreement,  10. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee,  1. 

1 .  H.  died  in  18 1 1,  having  bequeath- 
ed  a  legacy  to  a  woman  who  afterwards 
married  the  plaintiiF.  In  December, 
1825,  the  two  executors  of  H.  gave 
the  plaintiff  a  written  acknowledg- 
ment whereby  they  separately  and 
jointly  acknowledged  that  they  owed 
the  plaintiff  £150  for  the  legacy,  and 
£50  for  interest.  In  1 835,  the  plain- 
tiff's  wife  died.  Matters  of  business 
having  occurred  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  executors,  in  which  mutual 
demands  and  accounts  arose,  the 
plaintiff,  in  September,  1839,  brought 
his  action  against  the  executors  to  re- 
cover what  he  alleged  to  be  due  on 
those  accounts,  including  the  £200 
mentioned  in  the  memorandum,  and 
interest  thereon.  In  this  action  the 
defendants  pleaded  separately,   and 
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one  of  them  paid  £46  into  Courti 
which  the  plaintiff  received  and  aban- 
doned the  action  as  to  him.  The 
plaintiff  then  filed  his  bill  against  both 
defendants  for  payment  of  the  legacy, 
and  in  defence  to  the  bill  the  defend- 
ants, amongst  other  things,  insbted 
by  their  answers  on  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  (stat.3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  27), 
and  that  the  action  was  a  bar  to  the 
demand  in  equity: — Held,  1st.  That 
the  written  memorandum  amounted 
to  an  acknowledgment  taking  the 
claim  to  the  legacy  out  of  the  opera- 
tion of  the  statute.  2ndly.  That, 
whether  it  amounted  to  an  admission 
of  assets  or  not,  it  gave  the  plaintiff 
no  right  of  action,  drdly.  That,  un- 
less equivalent  to  an  admission  of  as- 
sets, it  did  not  create  a  personal  de- 
mand against  the  defendants,  enforce- 
able in  a  court  of  equity.  4thly. 
That  it  had  not  the  effect  of  barring 
or  prejudicing  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff's wife  in  the  legacy,  or  his  title 
in  right  of  his  wife  as  a  legatee. 
5thly.  That  the  proceedings  in  the 
action  did  not  necessarily  amount  to 
an  estoppel  of  the  suit  in  equity,  but 
that,  in  order  to  determine  the  efficacy 
of  the  suit,  it  was  competent  for  this 
Court  to  inquire  on  what  account  the 
£46  was  paid  into  Court  in  the  action. 
6thly.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  arrears  of  interest  on  the 
legacy  beyond  six  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill.  (See  stat.  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  27,  sect.  42.)  Holland 
Y.Clark,  151 

2.  In  order  that  an  acknowledg- 
ment may  have  the  effect  of  taking  a 
demand  out  of  the  operation  of  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  (stat.  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  27),  the  acknowledgment 
must  appear  to  have  been  made  with 
a  view  of  rendering  the  party  making 
it  liable  to  the  demand,  and  it  must 
have  been  made  to  the  party  entitled 
to  make  the  demand.  Therefore, 
where  a  bill  was  brought  agamst  two 


executors  for  payment  of  a  legacy  be- 
queathed to  the  plaintiff's  wife,  and 
for  arrears  of  interest  accrued  since 
her  death,  and  the  plaintiff,  with  a 
view  of  taking  his  demand  for  interest 
out  of  the  operation  of  the  42nd  sec- 
tion of  the  statute,  relied  on  certain 
letters  written  by  one  of  the  executors 
to  his  the  plaintiff's  attorney: — Held, 
1st.  That  the  letters  had  not  the 
effect  ascribed  to  them  by  the  plain- 
tiff, because  they  had  been  written  by 
the  party,  not  for  the  purpose  of 
charging  himself,  but  of  throwing  the 
burden  of  payment  on  the  co-executor. 
2ndly.  That  even  if  they  had  been 
written  for  the  purpose  of  charging 
himself,  it  was  ouestionable-  whether 
they  would  avail  the  plaintiff,  inas- 
much as  they  were  written  before  the 
plaintiff  had  taken  out  letters  of  ad- 
ministration to  his  wife.  Ibid. 

3.  In  order  to  prevent  the  opera- 
tion of  the  Statute  of  Lunitations  in 
a  court  of  equity  in  a  matter  of  sim- 
ple contract,  it  is  sufficient  if  the  bill 
be  filed  within  six  years  after  the  ac- 
cruer of  the  right  to  sue,  although  the 
subpoena  be  not  sued  out  till  after  the 
expiration  of  that  period.  Coppin  v. 
Gray,  206 

4.  Quare,  whether  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  can  be  pleaded  in  bar  of 
a  bill  filed  to  enforce  payment  out 
of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married 
woman  of  a  bill  of  exchange  given  by 
her  in  her  separate  capacity.       Ibid, 

5.  Upon  the  death  of  a  testator 
who  had  devised  his  real  estates  for 
payment  of  his  debts,  a  bill  was  filed 
on  behalf  of  his  creditors,  both  by 
specialty  and  simple  contract,  to  have 
his  assets  administered  and  his  real 
estates  marshalled.  In  that  suit  a 
receiver  was,  in  1821,  appointed  of 
all  his  estates.  It  was  afterwards 
discovered  that  the  testator  had  died 
sebed  of  an  estate  which  had  not 
passed  by  his  will  but  had  descended 
to  his  heiress-at-law,  M.,  upon  whose 
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death,  in  1822,  it  descended  to  O. 
In  1840,  eighteen  years  after  M.'s 
death,  a  supplemental  bill  was  filed 
against  O.  by  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
the  original  suit,  being  a  simple  con- 
tract creditor  of  the  testator,  praying 
to  have  the  benefit  of  that  suit  as 
against  the  descended  estate: — Held, 
that  as  the  original  suit  was  treated 
as  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  all 
the  testator's  real  estates,  and  as  the 
plaintiff  sought  to  affect  the  descended 
estate  by  standing  in  the  place  of  the 
specialty  creditors,  he  was  not  barred 
by  the  Statute  of  Limitations,  but 
was  entitled  to  have  the  descended 
estate  marshalled  in  his  &Tour.  Fick* 
ersy,  Oliver,  211 

6.  A  simple  contract  creditor  who 
has  acquired  a  right  of  marshalling 
real  estate  is  not  barred  by  the  lapse 
of  less  than  twenty  years.  Ibid, 

7.  A  person,  in  satisfaction  of  a 
previous  debt  due  from  him,  gave  bis 
creditor  a  bill  of  exchange,  and  before 
the  bill  arrived  at  maturity  went  to 
India,  whence  he  never  returned.  As 
soon  as  circumstances  would  permit 
after  his  death  in  India,  his  will  was 
proved  by  his  executors  in  England ; 
and  within  six  years  after  his  de$ith  a 
creditor's  bill  was  filed  against  the 
executors: — Held,  that  the  plaintiff 
was  not  barred  by  the  Statute  of  Li- 
mitations.    Story  V,  Fry,  603 

8.  Quare,  whether  when  a  debtor 
dies  abroad  and  the  cause  of  action  or 
suit  has  not  accrued  in  his  lifetime,  a 
suit  may  not  be  instituted  for  the  ad- 
ministration of  his  effects  at  any  time 
within  six  years  after  probate  of  his 
will?  Ibid. 

SUPPLEMENTAL  BILL. 

Upon  the  bankruptcy  of  a  defend- 
ant in  a  co-partnership  suit,  the  Court 
declined  to  make  an  order  that  a  sup- 
plemental bill  should  be  filed  within 
a  given  time  against  the  assignees,  or 
the  bill  stand  dismissed.  Mansan  v. 
Burton,  626 


TENANT  FOR  LIFE. 

See  Advancement. 

Interest  of  Money. 

Will. 
Upon  a  bill  filed  by  an  infant  de- 
visee for  life,  without  impeachment  of 
waste  (except  as  to  ornamental  tim- 
ber), praying  the  establishment  of  the 
will,  the  administration  of  the  trusts, 
and  maintenance,  an  inquiry  was  di- 
rected as  to  timber  in  the  form  adopted 
in  Tooker  v.  Anne»ley,  5  Sim.  235, 
excluding  ornamental  timber.  Consett 
V.  Bell,  569 

TESTAMENTARY  INSTRU- 
MENT. 

See  Will. 
A.  executed  an  instrument  pur- 
porting to  convey  to  B.  all  the  house- 
hold furniture,  plate,  watches,  clocks, 
books^  monies,  securities  for  money 
and  other  effects,  which  at  the  time  of 
A.'s  decease  should  be  in  two  speci- 
fied rooms  in  his  mansion-house,  ex- 
cept an  iron  chest  and  its  contents, 
and  the  contents  of  a  certain  closet. 

A.  lived  almost  exclusively  in  the  two 
rooms  mentioned  in  the  instrument, 
and  B.  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  it  and  from  thenceforth  until  A.'s 
death,  was  his  bailiff  and  confidential 
agent.  Two  years  after  the  date  of 
this  instrument,  A.  made  his  will,  by 
which  he  bequeathed  his  plate,  jewels, 
household  furniture,  and  money  to 
trustees,  upon  certain  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  C.  and  his  issue.  In  a  suit 
for  the  administration  of  A.'s  estate, 

B.  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  prior 
instrument,  but  without  either  pro- 
ducing probate  of  it  or  shewing  for 
what  consideration  or  under  what  cir- 
cumstances it  was  executed: — Held, 
that  if  the  instrument  was  to  be  con- 
sidered as  testamentary,  this  Court 
could  not  act  upon  it  without  pro- 
bate, and  tbat  if  it  was  to  be  consi- 
dered as  a  deed  inter  vivos,  this  Court 
would  not  give  effect  to  it  without 
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further  evidence  in  its  support.  And 
this  Court  being  of  opinion,  that  under 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  such 
further  evidence  could  not  be  obtained, 
declined  to  direct  any  inquiry  on  the 
subject.     Conaett  v.  Bell^  569 

TIMBER. 
See  Tenant  for  Life. 

TITHES. 

1.  On  a  bill  filed  by  a  perpetual 
curate  against  occupiers  for  the  tithes 
of  hay  and  certain  small  tithes, 
it  appeared  probable  from  the  evi- 
dence that,  previous  to  the  year  1715, 
the  curate  only  received  the  tithes  by 
permission  of  the  lay  impropriator; 
but,  it  was  proved,  that  since  that 
period  he  had,  to  a  certain  extent,  re- 
ceived tithes,  or  a  compensation  for 
tithes,  and  that  no  tithes  of  any  de- 
scription had  ever  been  demanded  by 
or  paid  to  the  impropriator: — Held^ 
that  the  curate's  title  to  tithes  was 
established,  but  issues  were  directed 
to  try  the  existence  of  certain  mo- 
duses,  set  up  by  the  defendants. 
Oliver  v.  Latham.  243 

2.  To  a  bill  for  the  tithes  of  hay 
within  a  certain  parish,  it  was  averred 
by  the  answer,  that  there  is  within 
the  said  parish  a  piece  of  land  called 
D.,  and  that  by  a  good  and  laudable 
custom,  observed  within  the  said 
parish,  from  time  whereof  the  memory 
of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  the 
said  piece  of  land  called  D.  hath  been, 
and  is,  and  of  right  ought  to  be  en- 
joyed by  the  impropriate  rector  of  the 
said  parish,  or  other  owner  for  the 
time  being  of  the  tithes  of  hay  of  cer- 
tain lands  within  the  said  parish,  in 
lieu  and  full  satisfaction  of  and  for 
the  tithes  of  hay  of  such  last-men- 
tioned lands: — Heldy  that  this  modus 
was  well  pleaded  as  a  custom  within 
the  parish,  and  that  the  expression, 
"  or  other  owner,"  did  not  render  it 
bad  for  uncertainty.  Ibid. 


3.  In  a  suit,  by  a  \icar  or  perpe- 
tual curate,  against  occupiers  for  tithes, 
the  evidence  of  a  landowner  within  the 
same  parish  is  not  admissible  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants.  Ibid. 

4.  A  person  with  notice  that  the 
small  tithes  of  a  certain  parish  are 
payable  to  the  vicar,  obtains  an  as- 
signment of  a  lease  of  the  great  and 
small  tithes,  the  grantors  of  such  lease 
being  the  trustees  of  a  charity,  who 
are  entitled  to  the  great  tithes  only, 
but  who  have  always  in  form  granted 
leases  of  both  kinds  of  tithe.  The 
assignee  being  unable  to  recover  the 
small  tithes  at  law,  procures,  at  law, 
an  apportionment  of  the  rent.  This 
Court,  under  such  circumstances,  will 
relieve  against  the  apportionment. 
Attorney-General  v.  JDuon,  614 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE. 

See  Appointment,  3, 
Costs,  3,  4. 
Escheat. 
Evidence,  3. 
Husband  and  Wife. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  6,  9. 
Receiver,  1. 
Will. 

Early  in  1818,  eeitui  que  tnui^ 
with  power  of  directing  the  variation 
of  the  trust  securities,  requested  B., 
who  was  one  of  his  trustees,  to  sell 
out  trust  stock  then  standing  in  the 
£5  per  cents.,  and  invest  it  in  the  £3 
per  cents.  In  April  of  the  same  year, 
the  trustees,  B.  &  H.,  sold  out  the 
stock  by  power  of  attorney,  and  soon 
afterwards  H.,  at  the  request  of  B., 
joined  in  a  cheque  on  the  bankers  who 
acted  in  the  sale,  requesting  them  to 
pay  the  amount  to  themselves  or 
bearer.  In  the  letter  of  B.  request- 
ing H.  to  sign  the  cheque,  he  stated, 
as  a  reason  for  expedition,  that  the 
money  was  to  be  paid  on  Thursday  to 
the  gentleman  to  whom  it  was  engaged. 
B.  afterwards  applied  the  money  to 
his  own  use.     On  a  bill  filed  in  183S, 
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by  the  cestui  que  trusty  to  compel  H. 
to  replace  the  money: — Held,  that 
H.  was  prttnd  facie  liable;  for  that 
neither  of  the  trustees  contemplated 
an  investment  pursuant  to  the  direc- 
tion of  the  plamtifT;  and  even  if  H. 
had  so  contemplated,  the  course  taken 
by  him  was  not  required  by  necessity 
or  oonTcnience.  But»  inasmuch  as  it 
was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  knew 
before  1820  that  the  stock  had  been 
sold  out,  and  that  he,  in  several  sub- 
sequent successive  years,  received  ac- 
counts from  B.,  who  was  his  agent 
and  also  his  debtor,  in  which  were 
contained  entries  for  interest  on  stock 
appearing  clearly  to  be  the  fund  in 
question,  which  entries  were  irregular 
in  amount  and  dates;  and  inasmuch 
as,  notwithstanding  these  circumstan- 
ces, no  communication  on  the  subject 
appeared  to  have  been  made  from  the 
plaintiff  to  H.,  who  was  his  brother- 
in-law,  from  April,  1818,  to  Novem- 
ber, 1837,  which  was  shortly  previous 
to  B.'s  bankruptcy,  the  Court  directed 
inquiries  to  be  made  with  a  view  to 
ascertain  whether  and  when  first  the 
plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  breach  of 
trust.     Broadhurst  v.  Balguy,        1 6 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

See  Agreement. 

Joint-Stock  Company. 
Plea  and  Pleading,  12. 

1.  Where  a  purchaser  is  let  into 
possession  of  the  estate  under  the 
contract,  his  dealing  with  the  property 
in  a  manner  contrary  to  former  usage, 
or  contrary  to  the  usual  course  of  hus- 
bandry, may  be  ground  for  ordering 
him  to  pay  the  purchase-money  into 
Court,  or  for  the  appointment  of  a 
receiver;  but  will  not  authorize  a  de- 
cree against  him  to  compel  him  to  ac- 
cept the  title  on  the  ground  of  waiver 
of  objections,      Osborne  v.  Harvey ^ 

116 

2.  On  a  vendor's  bill  for  a  specific 


performance,  the  Court  will  not,  ei- 
ther under  the  old  practice  or  un- 
der the  5th  General  Order  of  9th May, 
1839,  grant  a  reference  as  to  title  be- 
fore the  hearing,  if  the  defendant  re- 
sists the  specific  performance  on  other 
grounds  than  that  of  title,  and  the 
Court,  on  looking  at  the  answer,  is  of 
opinion  that  such  other  grounds  are 
not  merely  frivolous.  Boyes  v.  Lid* 
dell,  133 

3.  On  a  bill  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  an  agreement,  by  which 
A.,  as  agent  for  B.,  contracted  to  let 
to  C.  a  piece  of  ground  for  a  term  of 
years,  at  a  yearly  rent;  it  appearing 
from  the  evidence  that  B.  intended  to 
lei  the  ground  for  the  building  of 
houses  of  a  particular  class,  and  that 
if  he  had  authorized  A.  to  act  as  agent 
in  the  letting  of  the  ground,  which 
was  disputed,  he  had  told  him  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  to  be  let: — 
Held,  that  as  the  agreement  did  not 
contain  any  reference  to  building,  nor 
any  covenant  to  build,  it  was  not  un- 
der the  circumstances  such  an  agree- 
ment as  ought  to  be  performed;  and 
a  decree  for  a  specific  performance  was 
refused.     Helsham  v.  Langley,     1 75 

4.  Facts  stated  in  conditions  of  sale 
as  the  ground  of  the  conditions  must 
be  proved.     Symons  v.  James,      487 

5.  A  person  contracted  to  sell  an 
estate,  who  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
had  no  legal  or  equitable  title  to  it  by 
reason  of  the  alienage  of  a  party 
through  whom  he  claimed.  The  pur- 
chaser, by  his  own  inquiries,  ascer- 
tained the  defect  of  title,  but  did  not, 
till  after  some  months  of  negotiation 
with  the  vendor,  repudiate  the  con- 
tract. The  vendor  then  filed  his  bill 
for  specific  performance,  and  pending 
the  investigation  of  the  title  in  the 
Master's  ofHce,  obtained  a  grant  of 
the  estate  from  the  Crown: — Held, 
that  he  was  entitled  to  a  decree. 
Eyston  v.  Simonds,  608 

6.  Where  by  the  terms  of  a  devise 
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or  settlement  of  real  estates,  the  con- 
sent of  the  tenant  for  life  is  necessary 
to  enable  the  trustees  to  sell  the  es- 
tates;— upon  a  bill  filed  by  the  trus- 
tees to  compel  the  specific  performance 
of  a  contract  for  sale,  the  plaintiffs,  in 
order  to  obtain  a  decree  for  specific 
performance  at  the  hearing,  must 
prove  that  the  requisite  consent  to  the 
contract  was  given  before  the  filing  of 
the  bill.  It  is  not  sufficient  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  an  immediate  de- 
cree, to  prove  that  such  consent  was 
given  before  the  hearing.  Adams  v. 
Broke,  627 

7.  The  contract  on  which  an  imme- 
diate decree  for  specific  performance  is 
sought,  must  have  been  complete  in 
all  its  essential  parts  before  the  filing 
of  the  bill.  Ibid, 

8.  Property  was  put  up  for  sale  by 
auction,  described  as  '*a  leasehold 
ground-rent  of  £23,  reserved  by  a 
mesne  lease  of  certain  premises  for  98 
years  wantingseven  days, and  assigned 
apart  from  the  reversion  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  term  by  an  inden- 
ture of  1 8 1 7."  By  the  conditions  of 
sale,  no  title  prior  to  the  assignment 
or  the  title  of  any  ground  or  mesne 
landlord  was  to  be  produced.  From  a 
recital  in  the  deed  of  1817,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  property  out  of  which 
the  rent  issued  had  been  originally  de- 
mised, with  other  property,  at  a  rent 
of  £10,  subject  to  the  covenants,  con- 
ditions, and  agreements  in  the  original 
demise  contained: — Held^  that,  under 
such  circumstances,  a  good  title  was 
not  made  to  the  rent  of  £23,  inas- 
much as  it  appeared  upon  the  face  of 
the  deed  of  1817,  that,  upon  failure 
of  payment  of  the  £10  rent,  the  rent 
of  £23  might  be  liable  to  diminution 
or  forfeiture.     Taylor  v.  Martindale, 

658 

9.  Where  conditions  of  sale  arc  so 
obscurely  worded,  that,  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  particulars  of 
sale,  they  are  likely  to  mislead  an  or- 


dinary purchaser  as  to  the  nature  of 
the  property  oficred  for  sale :  — Semble, 
that  the  Court  will  discharge  the  pur- 
chaser from  his  bargain,  on  the  argu- 
ment of  exceptions  to  the  title,  without 
putting  him  to  the  necessity  of  moving 
to  be  discharged  from  the  purchase. 

Ibid. 

10.  Qtuere,  whether  the  assignment 

of  rent  by  a  reversioner  in  a  lease  does 

or  does  not  cany  with  it  the  reversion? 

Ibid. 

VESTED  INTEREST, 

See  Legacy  and  Legatee. 
Will. 

1.  By  a  voluntary  settlement,  per- 
sonal  property  was  assigned  to  trus- 
tees upon  trust  to  pay  the  interest  to 
T.  during  his  life,  and  on  his  decease 
to  pay  the  principal  to  his  lawful  issue, 
if  then  of  age  or  married,  share  and 
share  alike,  if  more  than  one,  and  if 
only  one,  the  whole  to  be  paid  to  such 
only  child;  or  in  case  such  child  or 
children  should  be  an  infant  or  in- 
fants on  the  death  of  the  said  T.,  then 
the  principal  was  to  be  paid  to  him, 
her,  or  them,  as  aforesaid,  on  their 
attaining  twenty-one,  if  sons,  or  if 
daughters,  on  their  marriage,  respec- 
tively. By  his  will,  the  settlor  be- 
queathed certain  other  funds  to  the 
same  trustees  upon  similar  trusts.  T. 
died,  leaving  an  infant  daughter  his 
sole  surviving  child: — Held,  that  the 
daughter  would  become  absolutely  en- 
titled to  the  funds  in  question,  either 
on  her  attaining  twenty-one,  or  on  her 
marriage  under  that  age.  Lang  v. 
Pugh,  718 

2.  Upon  the  particular  wording  of 
a  will,  the  Court  considered  it  donbtful 
whether  personal  property  did  not  vest 
immediately  in  a  legatee,  although  the 
gift  was  contained  only  in  the  direction 
to  pay  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  and 
there  was  no  disposition  of  the  income 
during  minority.  Ibid. 
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VESTING  ORDER. 

See  PnACTiCE,  11. 

VICAR. 
5ee  Tithes. 

VOLUNTARY  SETTLEMENT. 

j^^e  Testamentary  Instrument. 

Personal  estate  settled  in  trust  for 
aftcrborn  illegitimate  children.  Upon 
the  bill  of  the  settlor,  the  fund  was 
transferred  to  him,  as  against  such 
children.      Wilkinson  v.   TFillnnson, 

C57 

WASTE. 
See  Tenant  for  Life. 

WILFUL  DEFAULT. 
See  Principal  and  Agent,  1. 

WILL. 
See  Advancement. 
Election. 
Testamentary  Instrument. 

1 .  Testator  devised  and  bequeathed 
all  his  real  estate  and  his  convertible 
personal  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust 
to  convert  the  same  into  money,  and 
thereout  to  pay  his  debts,  funeral 
expenses,  and  a  weekly  sum  to  his 
wife,  and  to  divide  the  residue  of  his 
said  estates  and  effects  equally  between 
and  among  his  children,  J.,  M.,  and 
C,  and  his  grandson,  R.,  share  and 
share  alike;  the  share  of  M.  to  be 
paid  her  as  soon  after  his  decease 
as  conveniently  might  be>  the  share 
of  C.  to  be  paid  him  at  the  age  of 
22,  and  the  share  of  R.  at  the  age  of 
21 ;  and  in  case  any  of  his  children  or 
grandchild  should  die  before  his  or  her 
said  share  should  become  so  vested  as 
aforesaid,  then  the  share  or  shares  of 
him,  her,  or  them  so  dying,  should 
go  and  be  equally  divided  among  the 
survivors  and  survivor  of  them  in 


equal  shares  and  proportions,  if  more 
than  one,  and  if  but  one,  then  the 
whole  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit 
of  such  survivor.  J.  and  C.  died  in 
the  testator's  lifetime,  the  latter  being 
under  22.  R.  survived  the  testator, 
but  died  under  21: — Held,  1st,  that 
the  word  "vested"  must  be  construed 
to  mean  "  payable,"  and  that  the 
original  shares  of  the  deceased  chil- 
dren and  grandchild  survived  to  the 
survivors;  and  2ndly,  that  the  word 
"whole"  meant  the  whole  residue, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  accruing 
as  well  as  the  original  shares  devolved 
to  M.,  as  the  sole  survivor  of  the  four 
residuary  legatees.  Where  two  persons 
die  by  the  same  stroke  or  accident, 
and  there  are  no  special  circumstances 
in  evidence  from  which  it  can  be  pre- 
sumed that  one  died  before  the  other, 
the  law  of  England  will  draw  that 
presumption  from  general  circum- 
stances ;  such  as  the  comparative 
health,  strength,  age,  or  experience 
ctf  the  parties.    Sillick  v.  Booth,  121 

2.  Testator,  afler  giving  at  the 
commencement  of  his  will  various  pe- 
cuniary legacies,  and  bequeathing  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  his  ready 
money,  securities  for  money,  and  mo- 
nies in  the  funds,  to  trustees  upon 
certain  trusts,  concluded  his  will  as 
follows: — "  And  I  do  further  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  said  vrife  all  my 
jewels,  plate,  linen,  china,  carriages, 
virines,  and  other  goods,  chattels,  and 
effects  whatsoever,  as  her  own  goods 
and  chattels  for  ever;  and  I  do  hereby 
constitute  and  appoint  her,  my  said 
wife,  sole  executrix  of  this  my  will:" 
— Held,  that  this  clause  carried  the 
residue  of  the  testator's  property  to 
the  vfife.  Parker  v.  Marchant,     290 

3.  Although  the  words  "  goods, 
chattels,  and  effects  "  may  frequently 
be  considered  as  having  been  used  by 
a  testator  in  a  restricted  sense,  yet 
primd  facie  their  import  is  general ; 
and  there  are  good  grounds  for  con- 


770 


WILL. 


WILL. 


sidcring  them  as  used  in  a  general 
sense,  either  where  they  are  not  placed 
in  connection  with  words  of  locaHtj, 
or  where  they  follow  the  enumeration 
of  specific  articles,  or  where  there  are 
no  expressions  in  the  will  shewing  a 
doubt  in  the  testator's  mind  as  to 
their  comprehensiTeuess,  or  where  the 
bequest  in  which  thej  are  contained 
is  followed  up  by  the  appointment  of 
an  executor.  Ibid, 

4.  Testator  by  his  will  bequeathed 
as  follows: — I  direct  in  the  first  place 
all  my  debts  to  be  paid.  I  then  give 
and  bequeath  to  my  wife  £60,000 
£3  per  cent.  Consols,  part  of  a  larger 
sum  standing  in  my  name  in  the  Bank 
of  England;  also,  I  bequeath  to  A. 
£10,000,  other  part  of  the  said  £S 
per  cent.  Consols.  Also,  I  give  to 
B.  £500,  and  to  C.  £100;  also,  I  give 
to  D.  and  E.  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  mj  ready  money,  securities  for 
money,  and  monies  in  the  funds, 
upon  trust  to  invest,  &c.,  and  to  pay 
the  dividends  to  my  wife  for  life,  and 
afler  her  decease  to  divide  the  capital 
amongst  F.,  G.,  H.,  and  I.  The 
testator  then,  after  devising  his  real 
estate  to  the  same  trustees  upon  cer- 
tain trusts,  gave  all  his  residuary  per- 
sonal estate  to  his  wife: — Held,  that 
the  testator's  debts  were  payable  out 
of  his  personal  and  real  estate  accord- 
ing to  the  usual  order  of  administering 
those  estates,  the  general  residuary 
personal  estate  being  first  applicable; 
but  that  his  pecunisry  legacies  were 
primarily,  if  not  solely,  payable  out 
of  the  "  ready  money,  securities  for 
money,  and  monies  in  the  funds." 

Ibid. 

5.  A  bequest  of  the  testator's 
"ready  money"  comprehends  money 
of  the  testator  in  the  hands  of  his 
banker.  Jbid. 

6.  Qv€Ere,  whether  a  bequest  "  of 
all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  ready 
money,  securities  for  money,  and 
monies  in  the  funds,"  will  compre- 


hend property  of  that  description  ac- 
quired after  the  date  of  the  will?  Ibid. 

7.  Testator,  by  a  codidal,  be- 
queathed pecuniary  legacies  to  certain 
persons  by  name,  who  were  described 
as  having  lived  many  years  in  his  fa- 
mily, and  then  added,  "  to  the  other 
servants  £500  each:"— -JfeW,  that  a 
person  who  was  in  the  testator's  ser- 
vice at  the  date  of  the  codicil,  but 
who  quitted  it  before  his  decease,  was 
entitled  to  a  legacy  of  £500.       Ibid. 

8.  Testator  devised  certain  specified 
messuages  and  lands,  and  all  other  his 
messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  he- 
reditaments which  might  not  be  in 
his  will  particularly  described  or  men- 
tioned, to  trustees  upon  certain  trusts. 
The  Court  declined  to  decide  whether 
a  leasehold  house  passed  under  tlie 
general  words,  without  directing  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  law. 

Ibid. 

9.  Testator  gave  the  residue  of  hb 
personal  estate  to  his  executors,  in 
trust,  to  be  from  time  to  time,  as  they 
should  think  best,  turned  into  monies 
for  the  payment  of  his  debts  and  le- 
gacies; and  subject  thereto  he  direct- 
ed them  from  time  to  time  to  invest 
the  same^  with  all  accumulating  pro- 
duce, in  the  purchase  of  other  lands, 
to  be  situated  as  conveniently  as 
might  be  to  certain  real  estates  de- 
vised by  him  in  a  former  part  of  his 
will;  and  his  will  was,  that  such  pur- 
chased premises  should  be  conveyed 
to  the  same  uses  &c.  as  his  devised 
lands;  and  that  the  interest  and  pro- 
duce of  his  said  personal  estate,  which 
should  from  time  to  time  arise  and  be 
made  before  and  until  the  said  money 
should  be  so  invested,  should  be  paid 
to  the  person  who  would  be  entitled, 
under  the  trusts  of  his  will,  to  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  premises 
if  actually  purchased,  as  an  addition 
thereto: — Held,  that,  subject  to  the 
usual  provisions  for  the  payment  of 
the  testator's  debts  and  legacies^  the 
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tenant  for  life  was  entitled  to  the  in- 
come, as  from  the  testator's  death,  of 
such  parts  of  his  personal  estate  as 
were  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  had 
since  remained  in  such  investments 
as  would  have  heen  recognized  hj  the 
Court  as  proper;  but  that,  with  re- 
gard to  such  parts  of  his  personal  es- 
tate as  were  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  had  since  remained  in  such  in- 
vestments as  could  not  be  so  recog- 
nized, the  rule  applied  by  Lord  Eldon 
to  leasehold  property  in  Gibson  v. 
BoU,  (7  Ves.  89),  and  by  Sir  W. 
Grant  to  copyhold  in  Walker  v. 
Shore,  (19  Ves.  387),  must  be  ap- 
plied in  this  case.  Caldecott  v.  Cal- 
deeott,  312,  737 

10.  An  express  direction,  by  a  tes- 
tator, for  the  conversion  and  for  in- 
vestment of  his  personal  property, 
from  time  to  time  as  trustees  may 
think  fit,  will  not  necessarily  prevent 
the  operation  of  the  general  rule,  that 
where  personal  property  is  given  in  a 
series  of  limitations,  it  shall  be  in- 
vested in  such  securities  as  are  ap- 
proved of  by  a  court  of  equity  for  the 
benefit  of  parties  interested  in  remain- 
der after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for 
life.  Ibid. 

11.  Testator,  by  his  will,  gave  to 
his  grand-daughter  6.,  whom  he  de- 
scribed as  the  eldest  daughter  of  his 
the  testator's  daughter  I.,  an  annuity 
of  £100  for  her  life,  in  case  she  should 
attain  the  age  of  18  years.  He  also 
gave  to  his  grandson  C,  second  son 
of  his  said  daughter  I.,  the  sum  of 
£2000,  but  in  case  he  should  die 
under  21,  then  he,  the  testator,  be- 
queathed the  said  sum  to  his  said 
grand-daughter  G.  The  testator  then 
having  given  other  legacies  and  an- 
nuities, which  as  well  as  the  gifts  to 
G.,  were  charged  on  his  real  estate, 
bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  personal 
estate  and  effects  in  trust  for  such 
child  of  his  said  daughter  I.,  as  should 
first  attain  the  age  of  21  years,  for  his 


or  her  absolute  use  and  benefit.  He 
then  devised  his  real  estates  in  trust 
for  his  grandson  U.,  the  eldest  son  of 
his  daughter  L,  for  life,  with  remain- 
ders in  strict  settlement;  and  by  a 
codicil  he  bequeathed  to  his  daughter 
and  her  husband  the  use  of  his  plate, 
linen,  and  furniture,  so  long  as  they 
should  reside  in  and  occupy  his  house 
at  £.  (in  which  they  had  a  life  inter- 
est), with  a  direction  that  after  their 
decease,  or  ceasing  to  reside,  the  said 
books,  &c.  should  remain  and  be  held 
upon  the  same  trusts  and  purposes  as 
he  had  by  his  will  declared  concerning 
his  residuary  personal  estate:  G.  was 
the  eldest  child  of  the  testator's 
daughter  I.,  and  attained  the  age  of 
21: — Held,  that  she  was  entitled  to 
the  residue  of  the  testator's  personal 
estate.     Shipperdsonr,  Tower,     441 

12.  Testator,  after  directing  his 
debts,  funeral,  and  testamentary  ex- 
penses to  be  paid  as  soon  as  con- 
veniently might  be  after  his  death, 
bequeathed  several  annuities  and  pe- 
cuniary legacies  to  various  persons, 
directing  the  legacies,  except  one 
which  was  given  to  a  person  under 
21,  to  be  paid  within  12  calendar 
months  after  his  death.  He  then 
declared  that  the  several  annuities 
thereinbefore  bequeathed  should  be 
charged  upon  his  real  estates.  By  a 
subsequent  clause  he  charged  all  his 
real  estate  with  the  payment  of  all 
his  debts,  funeral  and  testamentary 
expenses,  and  legacies,  or  of  such  part 
thereof  as  his  personal  estate  not  spe- 
cifically bequeathed  should  be  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  and  satisfy: — Held,  that 
the  annuities  were  primarily,  if  not 
solely,  charged  upon  the  testator's 
real  estate;  and  that  under  the  term 
"  legacies,"  he  did  not  mean  to  com- 
prise annuities.  Ibid. 

13.  Testator  being  seised  in  fee  of 
freehold  collieries,  for  which  he  re- 
ceived a  certain  rent,  and  being  enti- 
tled to  several  shares  in  a  leasehold 
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colliery,  bequeathed  various  annuities 
and  legacies,  which  he  charged  upon 
his  real  estate  in  aid  of  his  personalty. 
He  then  by  a  codicil  directed  that  all 
annuities  and  legacies  left  by  him  in 
his  will,  his  real  estate  being  free 
from  all  mortgages,  kc,  should  be 
paid  out  of  the  certain  rents  and  pro- 
fits of  his  collieries,  and  that  his  es- 
tate might  not  be  burdened  with 
them: — Held,  that  the  word  "col- 
lieries'' in  the  codicil  meant  the  tes- 
tator's freehold  collieries,  and  did  not 
refer  to  his  shares  in  the  leasehold 
colUery;  and  that  it  was  not  the  ob- 
ject of  the  codicil  either  to  relieve  or 
burden  the  personal  estate,  but  only 
to  throw  on  the  freehold  collieries 
such  burden  as  would  otherwise  have 
fallen  on  the  whole  real  estate.  Ibid. 

14.  Testator,  after  devising  his  real 
estates  in  strict  settlement,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  his  debts  and  legacies, 
declared  that  it  should  be  lawM  for 
his  trustees,  and  he  authorized  and 
empowered  them,  if  they  in  their  dis- 
cretion should  think  fit,  absolutely  to 
sell  his  estate  at  C;  and  after  giving 
them  full  powers  in  regard  to  the 
conduct  of  the  sale,  he  directed  and 
declared  that  they  should  stand  pos- 
sessed of  the  monies  arising  from  the 
sale  npon  trust,  after  payment  of  all 
costs,  to  apply  and  dispose  of  the  re- 
mainder in  such  manner  as  therein- 
before had  been  directed  concerning 
the  residue  of  his  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate.  One  of  the  trustees  was 
afterwards  removed  from  his  office  by 
a  codicil.  The  sale  of  the  estate  was 
not  required  for  the  payment  of  debts 
or  legacies: — Held,  that  the  power  of 
sale  vested  in  the  trustees  was  discre- 
tionary, and  that  the  residuary  legatee 
of  the  personalty  could  not  compel  a 
sale.  Ibid. 

15.  There  were  two  inconsistent 
clauses  in  a  will.  By  the  former  the 
surplus  rents  of  the  testator's  real 
estates,  after  maintenance  of  the  per- 


son entitled  to  the  possession  until  25, 
were  added  to  the  residue  of  the  per- 
sonal estate.  By  the  latter  the  sur- 
plus rents,  afler  maintenance  of  such 
person  until  21  (provided  his  attaining 
21  happened  wiUiin  the  legal  limit  ci 
time),  were  settled  upon  the  same 
trusts  as  the  realty.  Testator  then 
by  a  codicil  reciting  the  former  clause, 
directed  that  the  person  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  estate  should  be 
let  into  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and 
profits  at  21  i-^Held,  that,  as  the 
codicil  merely  affected  the  surplus 
rents  between  the  ages  of  21  and  25, 
and  as  in  other  respects  the  latter  of 
the  two  clauses  in  the  will  was  more 
probably  consistent  with  the  testator's 
intentions,  the  latter  clause  should 
prevail  against  the  former,  notwith- 
standing the  express  recognition  of 
the  former  clause  by  the  codicil.  Ibid. 

1 6.  The  rule  of  law  in  favour  of 
preferring  the  latter  to  the  former  of 
two  dispositions  in  a  will  dealing  dif- 
ferently with  the  same  subject,  u  ap- 
plied only  after  the  failure  of  every 
endeavour  to  give  such  a  reasonable 
construction  to  the  entire  dispositions 
as  will  render  every  part  ci  them 
operative.  Ibid. 

17.  B<esiduary  personal  property 
held  to  be  vested  in  A.  and  B.  in  eqod 
moieties,  and  descendible  in  the  same 
proportions  to  their  respective  chil- 
dren, notwithstanding  words  giving 
the  property  to  the  survivor  "  in  the 
event  of  the  death  of  either;"  the 
word  "death"  being  held  to  refer  to 
death  in  the  testator's  lifetime. 
Clarke  v.  Lubbock,  492 

18.  Testator,  possessed  of  personal 
property  only,  by  his  will  directed 
that  the  interest  on  his  property 
should  be  divided  into  four  equal 
shares:  one  share  to  be  given  to  his 
wife  for  life,  and  then  to  devolve  to 
his  children  and  the  longest  liver  in 
equal  shares;  the  remaining  three 
shares  to  be  divided  equally  between 
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his  three  children  and  their  heirs; 
"  should  all  my  children  die  without 
heirs,  my  property  in  that  case  to  be 
divided  equally  between  the  children 
<tf  my  brothers  and  sisters  alive  on 
the  death  of  my  last  child."  At  the 
date  of  the  will  no  brother  or  sister 
of  the  testator  had  died  leaving  issue: 
— Qu€n'e,  whether  the  limitation  over 
in  the  event  of  all  the  testator's  chil- 
dren dying  without  heirs  is  void. 
Oarratt  v.  Coekerell,  494 

19.  Under  a  lease  for  years,  the 
lessees  had  an  option  to  purchase  the 
fee  simple  of  the  demised  lands. 
After  the  date  of  the  lease,  the  owner 
made  his  will,  whereby  he  devised 
the  lands,  specifically  describing  them, 
to  6.  for  life,  with  remainders  over. 
After  the  testator's  death,  the  lessees 
elected  to  purchase  the  fee  simple  of 
the  lands: — Held,  upon  the  special 
terms  of  the  will,  that  the  purchase- 
money  did  not  fall  into  the  residue  of 
the  personal  estate,  but  was  subject 
to  the  same  limitations  as  had  been 
declared  concerning  the  purchased 
lands,  and  therefore  that  G.  took  a 
life  interest  in  the  purchase-money. 
Drant  v.  Fause,  580 

20.  Testator  bequeathed  a  legacy 
to  **  The  London  Orphan  Society  in 
the  City  Road."  There  was  no  in- 
stitution precisely  answering  tbis  de- 
scription; but  there  was  a  *' London 
Orphan  Asylum"  at  Clapton,  and  an 
"Orphan  Working  School"  in  the 
City  Road:— l/cW,  that  the  former 
institution  was  not,  and  that  the  lat- 
ter was,  within  the  description  con- 
tained in  the  will.     WiUon  v.  Squire, 

654 

21.  Parol  evidence  to  explain  a  will 
rejected.  Ibid, 

22.  Testator,  by  his  will,  directed 
that  his  trade  should  be  carried  on  by 
his  daughter  and  others,  as  trustees, 
for  ten  years,  when  the  concern  should 
be  closed,  the  property  sold,  the  pro- 
duce invested  in  the  funds,  and  the 


funds  held  in  trust,  as  to  one  moiety, 
for  the  benefit  of  the  daughter  and 
her  children,  and  as  to  the  other 
moiety  for  the  benefit  of  the  children 
of  his  brother.  By  a  codicil,  the 
testator  revoked  that  part  of  his  will 
which  empowered  his  trustees  to  sell 
his  effects,  and  instead  thereof,  he 
authorized  his  daughter  to  take  pos- 
session of  all  furniture,  stock  in  trade, 
and  every  description  of  property 
found  on  his,  the  testator's,  premises, 
to  be  disposed  of  at  her  discretion: — 
Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  codicil 
was  not  to  alter  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property,  but  only  to  constitute  the 
daughter  sole  trustee  under  the  will. 
Newman  v.  Lade,  680 

23.  By  a  marriage  settlement, 
£20,000,  the  fortune  of  the  wife,  was 
assigned  to  trustees  upon  trust,  sub- 
ject to  life  interests  of  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  as  to  one  moiety 
for  the  eldest  son  of  the  marriage, 
and  as  to  the  other  moiety  for  the 
younger  children.  By  the  same  set- 
tlement, a  certain  plantation  in  Ja- 
maica, of  which  the  husband  was 
seised  in  fee-simple,  was  conveyed  to 
the  use  of  trustees  for  a  term  of  500 
years,  upon  trust,  if  the  husband 
should  so  appoint,  to  raise  £10,000 
for  his  absolute  use,  and  subject  to 
such  term,  and  to  the  life-interests  of 
husband  and  wife,  to  trustees  for 
1000  years,  upon  trust  to  raise 
£20,000  for  the  eldest  son,  £10,000 
for  the  younger  children,  and  again 
£10,000  for  the  eldest  son.  The 
settlement  contained  a  proviso  that 
the  portions  should  be  raised  accord- 
ing to  their  priority,  as  stated  in  the 
settlement.  Soon  after  the  marriage 
the  husband  exercised  his  right  of 
raising  £10,000  for  his  own  use,  and 
for  that  purpose  the  trustees  of  the 
500  years*  term  borrowed  of  the  trtis- 
tees  of  the  wife's  fortune  £10,000, 
and  executed  to  the  latter  a  mortgage 
of  the  premises  comprised  in  the  500 
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years'  term.  The  husband  and  wife 
died,  leaving  five  children  of  the  mar- 
riage; the  husband  having  by  his 
will,  after  directing  payment  of  his 
debts,  and  devising  certain  property 
not  situated  in  Jamaica,  devised  all 
his  residuary  real  and  personal  pro- 
perty to  his  eldest  son,  J.,  and  ap- 
pointed him  his  executor.  Upon  the 
death  of  the  testator,  J.  proved  the 
will,  acted  as  executor,  and  entered 
into  possession  of  the  estates  in  Ja- 
maica, of  which  he  kept  possession, 
paying  the  interest  of  the  younger 
children's  fortunes,  until  1837,  when 
he  became  a  lunatic,  shortly  after 
which  he  died  intestate  and  unmar- 
ried, leaving  the  four  younger  chil- 
dren surviving  him,  of  whom  W.  was 
his  heir-at-law.  No  arrangement  had 
ever  been  entered  into  amongst  the 
children  relative  to  the  charges  in  the 
settlement,  nor  was  there  any  strong 
evidence  of  the  intentions  of  J.  as  to 
the  extinguishment  of  those  charges 
to  which  he  was  entitled: — Ileld^ 
1st,  That,  under  the  foregoing  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  most  for  the  be- 
nefit of  J.  that  his  charges  on  the  Ja- 
maica estate  should  be  considered  as 
not  having  been  extinguished  in  the 
inheritance,  and  consequently  that 
they  were  not  extinguished,     2ndly, 


That  he  was  not  bound  to  apply  the 
rents  and  profits  which  he  received  in 
reduction  of  his  charges;  but,  Srdly, 
That  a  sum  for  slave  compensation 
money,  which  he  received  as  '^de- 
visee "  of  his  father,  must,  as  between 
the  several  charges,  be  applied  in  re- 
duction of  the  first  charge  of  £10,000» 
and  that  the  personal  representative 
of  J.  or  his  father  must  account  for 
interest  on  that  sum  during  the  life 
of  J.  Clarendon  {Earl  of)  v..jBar- 
ham^  688 

WITNESS. 
iS^tftf  Principal  and  Surety,  1. 

Quare,  whether  the  mere  fact  that 
the  plaintiff  has  filed  a  replication  to 
the  answer  of  a  defendant  precludes 
him  from  examining  that  defendant 
as  a  witness.     Rose  v.  Clarke,      534 

Bankrupt  mortgagor  is  a  compe- 
tent witness  for  a  party  claiming  an 
incumbrance  prior  to  the  morteage, 
to  shew  that  the  mortgagee  had  no- 
tice of  such  incumbrance,  bat  he  is 
not  a  competent  witness  to  shew  that 
the  mortgage  was  usurious;  as  the 
effect  of  his  evidence,  in  the  latter 
case,  would  be  to  discharge  his  estate 
from  a  possible  liability  to  the  costs 
of  the  suit.     Clarke  v.  JFilmot,      53 
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